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CHAPTER I 
GENERAL DISCUSSION OF VALUE AND EVALUATION 
This study is primarily concerned with values of resi­
dential property sold in the City of Knoxville Between Janu­
ary 1, 1949, and March 15, 1950. Before a problem of this 
nature can be analyzed, however, a brief discussion of value, 
methods of determining value, and of other purposes for which 
value is to be ascertained must be understood. 
It may seem that no space should be used to define the 
meaning of "value," or, if space is used, that a simple defi­
nition may be obtained from those experts who pass judgment 
upon the value of property. This is not the case because: 
••• when one reads the conventional value 
definitions critically, one finds, 1n the first place, 
that they themselves contain serious ambiguities, and 
in the second place, that they involve concepts of 
value acceptable only for certa1j purposes and quite 
unacceptable for other purposes. 
One author lists about 50 definitions of value that are 
commonly accepted.2 Thus, it can be seen readily that the 
term •value" alone has little meaning. The ter.m acquires 
meaning only after the methods of obtaining the value and 
the purposes for which the value is to be ascertained are 
determined. 
York: 
1James C. Bonbright, The Valuation of Propert! (New McGraw-Hill Book Company, Inc., l93'TT, I, p. 1. 
2stanley L. McMichael, McMichael's Ap�raisins Manual 
(New York: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1946), pp. -ia. 
2 
For the purposes of this study, •market value" has 
been used. The reason for using the term "market value" is 
that appraisals and assessments made on the properties studied 
were compared with the actual sales prices. The term "market 
value" has many meanings depending upon the time the appraisal 
was made and the purpose for which it was made; that is, 
whether the market value was ascertained for a time prior to 
the date of appraisal, or was based upon the current prices 
of properties, or was determined for replacement purposes. 
Bonbright states that: 
Despite the variety of meanings that are 
attached to the term •market value, " the essence of 
the concept lies in its reference to the exchange­
ability of the property as the test of value. A 
transfer of ownership is assumed, and value is deter­
mined by the price at which this real or imagined 
transfer takes place. 3 
It was the intention of the appraisers to determine 
sales price or market value of the properties while the 
assessors were required to assess properties at actual cash 
value. 4 Cash value is defined as meaning the amount ot money 
the property would sell for if sold at a fair, voluntary sale. 5 
The problem of determining the method or methods of 
evaluating property is one that arises in every evaluation ot 
property. The term "evaluation" as used in this study means 
3Bonbright, .2,£• .£.!!•, P• 66. 
4This is the essence of the statements made to the 
author when he interviewed those who make the appraisals for 
the loaning institutions from which the data were collected. 
5williams Tennessee Code, Section 1349, 1334. 
3 
the procedure and technique of estimating the value of the 
property. As has been stated before, the purpose for which 
the estimate is made will influence the method used. 
There are several purposes or situations under which 
evaluations are necessary. Among the more important are 
those used for public utility rate-making, assessments for 
tax purposes, and for business purposes, such as insurance 
and loans. There is considerable conflict between the econ­
omists and the courts as to the methods of determining the 
base for rate-making, but the primary objective of both 
groups is to determine a base that will give a fair return to 
the investor and at the same time give protection to rate­
payers.6 Some disagreement has arisen over the method of 
determining the value of property for assessment purposes. 
"The formula which has the sanctity both of great age and ot 
constant repetition, is that value means market value • • • • n7 
It is the primary purpose of any assessment valuation to es­
tablish the relative value of all properties. 8 The evaluation 
process for mortgage purposes is essentially the same as that 
of estimating the value for sales purposes; the distinction is 
that the appraiser should ignore the speculative possibilities 
that may be taken by the purchaser of the property when it is 
6Bonbright, .,2£• .2,!!•, II, PP• 1078-1110. 
7Bonbright, .2.E.• .2.!!•, I, p. 462. 
8Philip w. Kniskern, Real Estate Appraisal and Valua­
tion (New York: The Ronald Press Company, 1933), �lo!. 
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9 being appraised for mortgage purposes. The primary purpose 
of appraising property for mortgages is to determine what a 
willing purchaser will pay for the property under fair market 
conditions.10 
As has been brought out 1n the above discussion of 
value and methods of evaluation, there are many different 
•value" concepts and different ideas on how to arrive at 
value. Apparently no method of determining value has been 
devised whereby all appraisers, or even a few, can arrive at 
the same value objectively. Evaluating property is subjective. 
It is dependent upon the judgment of each appraiser. May 
states that: 
Appraisal technicians of experience and good 
judgment respectfully acknowledge a "zone of error" 
in every valuation of property. This amounts to a 
tacit admission of the principle enunciated above-­
namely, that exact and precise value cannot be meas• 
ured. Somewhere between the upper and lower 11mitf1 of this zone is supposed to lie the value optimum. 
In light of the above statement, the question may be 
asked, what is the final test of the soundness of an appraisal? 
The author was unable to obtain an unequivocal answer to the 
question, but McMichael makes the following statement: 
The true test of the market value of land 
taken for a public use is the price for which it 




Estate (New York: 
.2£• �., II, P• 838. 
838. 
May, The Valuation of Residential Real 
PrentTce-Haii, Inc.-;-1942), PP• i2=IS: 
5 
to a person willing to buy, neither acting under 
compulsion, and both exercising intelligent judgment. 12 
The above definition is valid only with respect to 
highly marketable property. The courts generally admit recent 
sales of the property or similar property as evidence of 
value. " • • •  actual sales are generally a far more reliable 
index of market value than are any available alternative 
forms of evidence • • • •  ttl3 But this statement also may be 
qualified on the grounds that the time is one of unusual 
economic readjustments, or that the sales prices are not 
representative because they took place under conditions that 
are not likely to· repeat themselves, such as forced sales, or 
that the property in question is essentially different from 
the property previously sold. Thus, it can be seen that the 
term •value" and the methods of arriving at •value" are not 
standardized and that it is necessary to define the term to 
fit the situation. 
As has been stated above, this study is concerned with 
"market value" which is defined as the price for which the 
property actually sold. 14 
12McM1chael, .2£• �·, p. 16. 
13Bonbright, 2,2• �·, I, P• 136. 
14iiereafter in this study the term "value" will be 
used to mean market value as defined by the author, unless 
otherwise stated. 
6 
This study also analyzes the ratios of the appraised 
value and assessed value to sales prices of residential 
properties, hereafter referred to as properties, sold in 
Knoxville. An attempt has been made to show the relationship 
of appraisals and assessments to the actual sales prices of 
315 properties sold between January 1, 1949, and March 15, 
1950. The problem involves a comparison of the ratios to 
discover whether or not residential real property is appraised 
and assessed above or below the sales price because of wards 
or price classifications. 
Justification of the Study 
This study is different from the typical "assessment" 
study. It is what may be termed a "multiple" comparison of 
assessments because two assessment ratios are compared with 
each other, and the assessment ratios are also compared with 
appraisal ratios made for purposes other than taxation. The 
study may reveal the inherent variations in any evaluation 
job. Specifically, do appraisers for lending purposes also 
under- or over-value property (as assessors are accused of 
doing) in relation to sales price because of geographic area 
or because of high or low market valuet 
It is hoped and believed that a study of this nature 
will be of help to those interested 1n real estate appraisals 
and for those interested in real property taxation. This 
study may be especially helpful as a "yardstick" for both 
county and city assessors, and it may be of value to the 
7 
commission and boards whose duty it is to equalize assess-
ments. It is contemplated that it will be used as a source 
of data for a further study of the appraisals and assessments 
outside the corporate limits of Knoxville, and as a guide in 
determining the value of properties to be acquired by the 
Knoxville Housing Authority. 
Analysis of the Problem 
Studies designed to show the relationship between 
assessments and sales prices have been made in several states 
in this country. The typical conclusions drawn from these 
studies were: 
1. Some properties escape the tax rolls entirely. 
2. The assessments are not altered to conform to 
changes in value. 
3. Inequality exists among classes of property. By 
classes of property is meant: office buildings, 
hotels, theaters, apartment buildings, single family 
residences, vacant land, etc. 
4. Non-resident owned properties are overtaxed. 
5. Inequality was found among individual properties 
of the same class. 
6. Inequality was found among properties because of 
geographic area. 
Inequalities among individual properties is considered 
the most im.portant, 15 and is very difficult to correct unless 
the properties are assessed as nearly as possible to full 
value. "Departure from the full value means, in effect, the 
l5Joseph D. S1lverherz, 'l'he Assessment of Real Propertz 
in the United States (Albany: r.-B. Lyon Company�36), 
p; ll3. 
absence of a uniform basis of valuation and the existence of 
loopholes for inequalities 1n valuation. n16 
An analysis of this problem may answer the following 
questions on assessments 1n Knoxville, Tennessee: 
1. Is there a tendency to appraise properties, 1n 
one ward, at a higher or lower average ratio than 
1n another ward? 
2. Is there a tendency to appraise properties 1n one 
price classification at a higher or lower average 
ratio than properties which are 1n other price 
classifications? 
8 
3. Is there a tendency for the city and/or county to 
assess properties 1n one ward at a higher or lower 
ratio than 1n other wards? 
4. Is there a tendency for the city and/or county to 
assess properties 1n one price classification at a 
higher or lower average ratio 1n different price 
classifications, 
5. If there is an appreciable difference 1n the average 
ratios, what reasons can be given to explain the 
lack of uniform ratios, 
An attempt has been made to answer the preceding 
questions. Tables and figures are located throughout the 
text to assist the reader 1n following the problem analysis. 
Method of Procedure and 
Source of Data 
_The method of procedure of this study is (1) to compare 
the appraisal value with the sales price of residential real 
estate 1n the city of Knoxville, (2) to compare the city assess­
ments with the sales price of residential real estate 1n the 
16Alfred G. Buehler, Public Finance (New York: McGraw­
Hill Book Company, Inc. , 1940), p. 416. 
city of Knoxville, (3) to compare the county assessments 
with the sales price of residential real estate in the city 
of Knoxville, (4) to compare the appraisals with each other 
(Three types of appraisals were used: those referred to as 
9private appraisals, nl7 which were made to determine the 
market value·of property for local lending institutions, 
those appraisals made by real estate appraisers for G. I. 
loans,18 and those appraisals made by appraisers employed 
by F.H.A.19 to determine the value of the property for mort­
gage insurance under F.H.A.), and (5) to compare these ap­
praisals with the city and county assessments. 
In the investigation an attempt was made to discuss 
any tendencies to appraise and.for assess properties in one 
ward or one price classification at different average ratios 
from properties in other wards or price classifications. To 
determine these tendencies, it was necessary to refer to 
property transfers. These transfers were taken from the 
files of three large residential mortgage companies in the 
city of Knoxville. 
9 
The only files used were those that contained all the 
17Private appraisals as referred to 1n this study will 
mean appraisals made by real estate brokers and appraisers 
employed by the local lending institutions. 
18Public � 346, 78th Congress, 1944. 
19Federal Housing Authority, hereafter referred to 
as F.H.A. 
10 
information necessary for the study; those files that were 
incomplete in any respect were discarded. The data taken 
from the files were: (1) the value at which the properties 
were appraised, (2) the prices at which the properties sold, 
(3) the city tax assessment code, and (4) for whom the 
appraisals were made. Only properties in the city of Knox­
ville which were sold between January l, 1949, and March 15, 
1950, were used. The author is of the opinion that nearly 
all properties actually sold and financed through these 
lending institutions are incorporated within this study. 
Table I on page 11 is an indication of the number of 
properties within each ward as of January 1, 1950; this, how­
ever, is an indication only, because dwellings razed by fire 
or other means have not been deducted. The 315 properties 
studied represent 1.17 per cent of the total properties 
shown. 20 
A map of the city has been prepared to show the wards 
and city blocks in which the appraised properties are 
located. 21 
The total number of appraisals exceeds the total prop­
erties because some of the properties were appraised by two 
appraisers; 1n other words, some properties were appraised 
20The number of dwelling structures increased from 
23,300 in 1940, to 26,912 in 1950, or a 15.5 per cent in­
crease over the ten-year period. 































DISTRIBUTION OF RESIDENTIAL PROPERTIES BY WARDS, 
CITY OF KNOXVILLE, TENNESSEE 
Total 
Residential Residential Residential _Properties Sold 
Properties Permits Issued Structures January 1, 1949 
1940 Census• 1940-1950b 1950 to March 15,1950° 
490 5 495 1 
195 2 197 0 
348 3 351 0 
95 0 95 0 
497 3 500 0 
153 0 153 0 
1,022 2 1,024 1 
259 0 259 0 
1., 319 8 1., 327 0 
1., 657 50 1., 707 11 
2., 081 29 2., 110 12 
681 211 892 10 
825 300 1,125 21 
1., 732 195 1,927 51 
1,527 106 1,633 20 
1,718 727 2,445 62 
1., 227. 222 1,449 17 
783 123 906 9 
1,151 136 1,287 5 
733 198 931 4 
611 64 675 3 
789 47 836 1 
453 130 583 5 
907 504 1,411 34 
947 201 1,148 9 
1,100 346 1,446 39 
23,300 3,612 26., 912 315 
aUnited States Bureau of the Census, 1940, Residential 
Structures. 
bKnoxville Public Housing Authority--Dwelling· Structures. 
cproperties used in this study. 
12 
by F.H.A. and G. I. appraisers for the purpose of combination 
loans. There were 100 properties appraised by private ap­
praisers, 95 properties appraised by F.H.A. appraisers, and 
166 properties appraised by G. I. appraisers. All properties 
were assessed by both the city and county. In some cases the 
properties did not have the ful� assessments or the assess­
ments appeared to be unduly high or low. In the former case, 
the assessor was consulted to ascertain what the final assess­
ment would be, and in the latter case, he was questioned to 
make sure that the assessment was for the amount intended. 
The 1950 assessments were ·used for both co?11tY and city. 
After the data were collected, the ratios of appraisals 
and assessments to sales prices were computed for each prop­
erty and transferred to tables. The tables are presented by 
price classification in Appendix A. 
The tables and figures used 1n the text were compiled 
from the tables 1n Appendix A. Individual properties have 
not been used 1n the text, but the average ratio of appraisals 
and the average ratio of assessments to sales price have been 
presented in table and figure form so that the reader may ob­
tain the information without much difficulty. 
Organization of the study by Chapters 
In order to make a study of the ratios of appraisals 
and assessments as they are related to the sales price, it 
was necessary to understand how appraisals and assessments 
were made. Chapter II of this study describes the method 
used by appraisers to estimate the value of real property. 
13 
The methods to be used in making county assessments as stated 
1n the Public !il! of Tennessee are explained 1n the following 
chapter. City assessment requirements and methods are dis­
cussed at some length in the Charter of � City o:r Knoxville. 
These requirements and methods are explained in the following 
chapter. 
A comparison of the results of the three types of ap­
praisals--private, G. I., and F. H.A.--has been made as they 
are related to the sales price of the properties used in this 
study set :forth in Chapter III. The comparison has been an­
alyzed according to city wards and price classi:tication. 
The same method of treatment is used with the county 
and city assessments in Chapter IV. 
Chapter Vis a comparison of the private and F.H.A. 
appraisals with the county and city assessments as they are 
related to the sales price of these properties. In this chap­
ter, an attempt has been made to show the different value 
ratios by price classification. 
The final chapter consists of a summary of the study and 
suggestions on how inequalities in assessments may be reduced. 
CHAPTER II 
METHODS OF APPRAISING AND 
STATUTORY.REQUIREMENTS FOR ASSESSMENTS 
This chapter is intended to enlighten the reader on 
methods of appraising real property, and to give a brief 
history ot real property assessments 1n Tennessee. In the 
first portion of this chapter a synopsis of the methods of 
estimating real property market value will be given. 
There are three commonly known approaches to estimating 
the value of property used by real estate appraisers, namely: 
the cost approach, the market approach, and the income ap• 
proach. In the cost approach, an attempt is made to estimate the 
replacement cost of property. This replacement cost includes 
all items of cost that would be required to replace the prop• 
erty.22 The cost approach establishes the upper limit on 
value. It does not mean that the property will not be sold 
for more than the cost, but that it cannot be worth more.23 
The market approach may be considered a "comparison approach"; 
that is� the particular property being valued is compared 
with similar properties that have been recently sold. It 
must be noted that the appraiser should not attempt to esti• 
mate the market value by comparing the subject property with 
22Federal Housing Administration, Underwriting Manual 
(Washington, D. c.� 1947), Section 1122. 
23May, ,2£• ill•, P• 166. 
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one or two similar properties, but he should compare it with 
several similar properties. 
The •market approach," as its title implies, 
is a method that explores the phenomena of the 
market place in an attempt to relate these data to 
the property under appraisal and then to conclude 
that value arises from the comparative result. 
Salas and listings of comparable properties in 
comparable neighborhoods are tabulated and analyzed. 
These are used as "bench marks" with which to 
measure the value of the subject property. 24 
The price at which properties sell does not necessarily 
mean that the properties were worth the price paid. "Numbers 
of sales, however, tend to establish a level of values which 
is important for the appraisers to consider. n25 
As the approach implies, the.income approach is the 
method employed to determine the estimated value of the prop• 
erty being appraised by capitalizing the estimated income. 
After the estimated income is determined, the annual income 
is divided by the capitalization rate and multiplied by one 
hundred. The result is the estimated value of the property. 
The income approach is seldom used to estimate the 
value of single family residences, unless the property is 
being purchased for investment purposes. Nevertheless, some 
leading institutions require that the income approach be used 
in conjunction with the other two methods. 
After the estimated value has been ascertained by each 
2'1.!ay, .2.e.• �·, p. 173. 
2�cMichael, .2.£• cit. , p. 14. 
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approach, the data are analyzed in order to arrive at one esti­
mated market value. Thus, the object of employing all three 
approaches is to have a check on each approach and to set an 
upper limit on the estimated value of the property under ap­
praisal. 
The private appraisals made by and for the lending 
institutions from which these data were collected were pri­
marily interested in the market approach� Interviews with 
some of the appraisers revealed an interest only in the 
present market value, the price at which the property can be 
sold at the time of appraisal. 
G. I. appraisals26a were made to determine the market 
value at the time of the sale. The Servicemen's Readjustment 
Act of 1944,26b (which authorizes the use of G. I. guaranteed 
loans and administered by the Veterans Administration) as first 
written stated that the price paid or to be paid must not ex­
ceed the reasonable normal value thereof as determined by proper 
appraisal. The words •normal value" created considerable con­
fusion among those appraising property for G. I. loans, 27 be• 
268The term "G.I." is the abbreviation of "Government 
Issue" as used by the military service. It has become popularM 
1zed 1n connection with both military personnel and equipment. 
26bPublic Act 346, 78th Congress, Section 501. 
27A G. I. loan is one which is partially guaranteed by 
the Federal Government to assist veterans of World War II in 
purchasing homes and businesses. As of August 1, 1950, the 
Veterans Administration will guarantee a maximum of $7, 500 or 
60 per cent, whichever is greater, of mortgage loans on resi• 
dential property purchased by eligible servicemen. In addition, 
a down payment of 5 per cent of the sales price is required. 
17 
cause the appraisers attempted to estimate the price at which 
the property could have been sold months or even years prior 
to the proposed sale; consequently, few veterans were permitted 
the loans, because the price of property was increasing. Sub­
sequently this section of the act was amended to read: 
That the price paid or to be paid by the veteran 
for such property • • • does not exceed the reasonable 
value thereof as determined by proper appraisal made 
by an appraiser designated by the administration.28 
This section was interpreted to mean that the appraisal 
made for a G. I. loan cannot be below 100 per cent of the 
appraised value. 
F.H.A. appraisals of property embrace all of the ap­
proaches discussed above. In addition to the capitalization 
of income, F.H.A. uses a non-monetary income approach known 
as "capitalized amenity-income, 11 which may be defined as that 
income from the enjoyment and satisfaction resulting from use 
and occupancy of the property, by the owner. 
The capitalized amenity income is computed by 
deducting from the estimated monthly rental value 
the amount of any momthly excessive expense of own­
ership and multiplying the remainder by the appro• 
priate rent multiplier.29 
"The rent multiplier is a factor which gives effect to the 
quality and duration of the monthly return.n30 
28Public Act 268, 79 th Congress, Section 501. 
29F.H.A., Underwriting Manual, Section 1217. 
30ibid. , Section 1213. 
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Brief History of Tennessee Assessments 
The present county tax assessor's office is the result 
of a long historical development. Under territorial and 
early Tennessee laws, the resident taxpayer made a statement 
each year of his taxable p�operty and turned the statement 
over to a justice who subsequently submitted the statement to 
the quarterly court for recording.31 
The constitution of 1834 divided the counties into 
districts. In 1836 the state legislature permitted the 
quarterly court to appoint a justice or other person as 
revenue commissioner for each district.32 The appointing of 
a tax assessor was made mandatory by a legislative act of 
1855. The tax assessor was then appointed by the quarterly 
court for a two-year term. His duties were essentially the 
same as those of the justice or revenue commissioner under 
the 1834 constitution.33 
The county tax assessor's office of today is the 
creation of an act of 1907.34 He is now elected by the quali­
fied voters of the county 1n which he assesses property, and 
holds his office for a period of four years. 
31rnventory of the County Archives of Tennessee, No. 75 
(Rutherford county,Murtreesboro, 1938), p:-es. 
32Ibid., P• M. 
33Ibid., P• 87. 
34Ibid. , P• 87. 
The City Tax Assessor 
The city tax aasess�r 1 s powers are the same as those 
of the county tax assessor under the Tennessee Act El_�' 
entitled: "An act to provide more just and equitable laws 
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for the assessment and collection of revenue for state, 
county, and municipal purposes."35 These powers are discussed 
below. However, the city tax assessor must assess the real 
property each calendar year •. Assessments of all property in 
the City of Knoxville shall be made as of January 10th in 
each calendar year and they must be fully completed on or 
before the 25th day of January in each year.36 
Knoxville Tax Commission 
The owner, his agent, or any person beneficially inter­
ested in property assessed by the tax assessor may file a 
protest with the assessor regarding the assessment on his 
property, and if, after the protest, he is still dissatisfied 
with the assessment as fixed by the tax assessor, he may 
app·eal the case to the tax commission. ( See form for this 
purpose in Appendix C.) The taxpayer has two full days, 
excluding Sundays and holidays, to appeal to the tax com• 
mission after the assessments are completed. The tax com­
mission must complete its deliberation on or before February 
35charter £f. � City of Knoxville, Section 88. 
36�., section 88. 
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25th of the calendar year. 
It is the duty of the tax commission to revise and 
equalize the assessments made by the tax assessor within the 
corporate limits of Knoxville. The tax commission has the 
same rights and powers as those provided for the county 
board of equalization. 
The city tax commission consists of five members. The 
members must be freeholders, citizens of the city of Knoxville, 
and are appointed by the city council for such period as may 
be determined by the council. 37 
Knoxville Board of Arbitration 
The Board of Arbitration is composed of three members; 
one is selected by the director of finance, one is selected 
by the chancellor of Knox County and the two judges elected 
by majority vote from the first and second circuit courts of 
Kn.ox County; the third board member is selected by the first 
two. If the two arbiters first selected cannot agree on a 
third, the chancellor and two judges mentioned above shall 
select the third member. The board is appointed for a one­
year term. 
If either the taxpayer involved or the city is not 
satisfied with the action of the tax commission, the assess­
ment may be submitted within three days after the final action 
37�. ,  Section 88. · 
21 
of the tax commission to the board for final arbitration. 
(See form for this purpose 1n Appendix C. ) The board has the 
power to revise upward or downward any assessment made by the 
tax commission. The board may meet at any time to hear 
appeals from the tax commission, but its deliberat ions must 
be completed on or before March 5th for the current year. 
Any decisions made after March 5th are not effective until 
the next calendar year. 38 
County Tax Assessor 
Inasmuch as Knoxville is within the county of Knox, 
the county assessor must assess property 1n Knoxville the 
same as property outside the corporate limits ; therefore, the 
duties of the county assessor are the same regardless of the 
location of the property within the county. The duties of the 





Assess all property at its actual cash value as 
of the 10th day of January . 40 
Go on the premises and examine realty being 
assessed, which is every two years, 1n odd years. 
Personally see each taxpayer, or his agent, 
38�. , Section 88. 
39willia.ms Tennessee Code, 1934, Sections 1349, 1348, 
and 1352. 
-
40nActual cash value" is defined in the statutes to 
mean the amount of money the property would sell for if sold 
at a fair, voluntary sale . 
( 4)  
( 5 )  
( 6 )  
(7 ) 
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residing in the assessor's county, and take his 
personal statement of all property of the tax­
payer. 
If the taxpayer cannot be fowid or is a non­
resident, the assessor must fill out such state­
ment, sign, and indorse on the statement that the 
taxpayer could not be located after diligent 
search. In such a case the assessor shall examine 
any person whom he may have reason to believe has 
any knowledge or information pertaining to the 
property. 
Examine the taxpayer or his agent under oath when 
the assessor has any reason to believe that 
property has not been listed. 
He shall acquire the description of the property, 
and the name of the owner or owners, if known. 
Meet with the county board of equalization on the 
first day of its session (first Monday in June) 
and sit with said board in an advisory capacity 
during each and every day of the session of said 
board, and assist in the performance of their 
official duties in equalizing assessments. It 
shall also be the duty of the county assessor to 
make a complete record on fonns furnished him by 
the state board of equalization for that purpose 
of each and every change made in the assessment 
by the county board of equalization, and he shall 
forward the report to the state board, showing 
the increase or decrease made 1n each assessment 
by the county board; and he shall recommend to 
the state board what action should be taken by it 
in passing upon the changes in the assessments 
made by the county board. 41 
The county assessor may appoint deputies to assist him in 
performing his duties. 
County Boa rd of Equalization 
Under an Act of 1833, the district tax assessors, after 
making assessments in their districts, were required to meet 
41Ibid., sections 1349, 1348, and 1352. 
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a s  a county board of equalization to compare their respective 
assessments, hear grievances and petitions, and make necessary 
corrections in the lists or assessments before submitting 
them to the county court clerk. The assessment law of 1882 
substituted a single cowity tax assessor for the district 
assessors and created a county board of equalization composed . 
of three freeholders who were appointed by the tax assessor. 
The county judge or chairman and the assessor served on the 
board as ex-officio members. The assessment act of 1887 
created a board of equalization composed of the county judge 
or chairman and four freeholders elected by the quarterly 
court. The 1895 legislature re-affirmed the 1889 legislation 
and cla rified its proceedings so as to permit review by a 
higher court. 42 
The county board of equalization as it now functions 
is a part of the assessment and revenue machinery set in mo­
tion in 1907. The present board is comprised of five members 
elec·ted by the quarterly court of each cotmty. The members 
must be freeholders, taxpayers, and citizens of the county 
for not less than six years. 
In taxing districts of a population of 60 ,000 or over, 
two of the members or the board must be appointed by the city 
council or the governing body of the district. In taxing 
districts of 5 1 000 to 60 ,000 population, the city council or 
421nventory of the Connty Archives of Tennessee, 
No. 75, P• BB. 
- -
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governing body shall appoint one member to the board . 
The county board of equalization is to meet in regular 
session the first Monday in June of each year. In Knox County , 
the board meets for a period of not more than twenty-five 
days unless the time is extended by the judge or chairman . 
It shall be the duty of the board to carefully 
examine, compare , and equalize the county assessments ; 
to eliminate from its lists property exempt from tax­
ation ; to hear any just complaints of any pa rty or 
parties feeling aggrieved on account of excessive as­
sessments of property, and if, in their judgment , the 
property is assessed at more than its actual cash 
value, it shall be reduced to the actual cash value 
of the same; to correct any and all errors arising 
from clerical mistakes or otherwise that may come or 
be brought to the attention of the board, and the 
corrections made, if any, shall be entered upon the 
a ssessment books, without in any way altering the 
a ssessment lists . Said board shall have the power, 
and it is hereby made its duty, to increase or lower 
the entire assessment roll or any assessment cont ained 
therein, so as  to equalize the assessment of all 
property contained therein , and make such assessments 
conform to the actual ca·sh value of the property 
described in the asse s sment. If the property des­
cribed in the said assessment lists or any part thereof 
shall have be en assessed at less than the actual cash 
value thereof, the value of the same shall be increased 
so as  to conform to the actual cash value thereof; or 
if any property designated in said assessment lists 
shall have been assessed at more than the actual cash 
value thereof, the same shall be reduced so as to 
conform to the actual cash value thereof; it being 
the intention of this article that the county board of 
equalizers shall equalize and compute the value of all 
the property in the county upon the standard of the 
actual cash value thereof, estimated at the amount of 
money the property would sell for if ·sold at a fair, 
voluntary sale . 43 
The board is not permitted to increase the as sessment 
43Tennessee �' �· cit . ,  section 1426 . 
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ot property until the owner or owners affected by the increase 
are notified and given an opportunity to appear befo re the 
board and be  heard; however, if the owner or owners do not 
present ·themselve s ,  the as sessment may be  increased. The 
action of the board of equalizers i s  final, except a s  the 
a s ses sments may be  changed by the State Board of Equalization 
or  the courts. 44 
The board is required to keep a record of its  da ily 
transactions and upon completion of its duties ; ( 1 ) to turn 
over to the county court  clerk all papers and records of the 
board with completed as se s sment lists ; ( 2 ) to tran smit to the 
State  Board of Equalization a summary of its  transaction s ;  and 
( 3 ) to submit to the s tate boa rd a tabulated statement of 
realty sale s  made within the year prior to the board meeting. 45 
State Board of Equalization 
. The first Tennes s ee State Board of A s ses sors and Equal­
izers wa s provided for under Section 60, Chapter 120 , Acts 
of 1895 . The work of the Board wa s limited to a s se s sment of 
the distributable property of several railroads and telegraph 
companies and to the equa lizations ot asses sments of rea l  
property in several  eounties . 46 
44Ib id. , Sections 1427 , 1433. 
45Ib id. sections 1425-1434. _ ,  
46Biennial Report of th e State Board of Asses sors and 
fgualizers (Nashville : Francll. Paul, Printer" to the Sta'ti; 
96) ,  P •  335. 
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The State Equalization Board of today is  compo sed of 
five members : the Governor, who ac ts  as chairman of the 
Board; the trea surer; the Secretary of State ; the commis s ioner 
of finance ,  who ac ts  as  secretary to the board; and the super­
intendent of taxation .  The State Board performs the same 
duties a s  tho se· of the county boards ; however, the State 
Board of Equalization is the last  board to whom the taxpayer 
may appeal, unles s  he carries his case  to the courts . If 
the taxpayer does  not submit his grievanc e to judic ia l review, 
the findings of the board are final. The Board convenes an­
nually on the second Monday in August .  The Board shall s it 
for a portion of the allotted time in the eastern and western 
div is ion s of the state 1n addition to the s e s s ion in Nashv ille. 
CHAPTER III 
COMPARISON OF APPRAISALS TO SALES PRICE 
Introduction 
In this study 316 residential property sales were 
used. Ea.ch property was appraised to determine the market 
value of the property for a loan through one of the lending 
institutions from whic� the data were collected for an F.H.A .  
insured loan, or for a G. I. loan. 
In this chapter, the results, insofar as the appraisals  
are related to the sales price, will be discus sed. Figures 
and tables have been prepared to aid the reader in under­
standing the discus sion.47 The comparisons will first  be made 
for each appraisal purpose according to wards within the City 
of Knoxville, and then the appraisals will be compared 
according to the sales price clas sification. Wards and price 
clas sifications which have les s  than five transfers will not 
be discus sed because it is felt that a smaller number might 
not be sufficiently representative. 
Private Appraisal s  
Table II on page 28 is a breakdown of the private 
appraisals  by wards and price clas sifications. It will be 
47 see Appendix D--Apprais�l forms. 
TABLE II 
APPRAISED VALUE AS PER CENT OF SALES PRICE OF PROPERTIES APPRAISED 
BY PRIVATE APPRAISERS, KNOXVILLE, TENNESSEE, JANUARY 1,  1949-MARCH 15, 1950a 
) 
To tal Average 
50- 60- 70- 80- 90- 100- 110- 120- 130- 140- Properti e s  Apprai s ed 
Wards 59 . 9  69 . 9  79. 9 89 .9  99 . 9  109 . 9  119 . 9 129. 9 139 . 9  149 � 9 Appraised Value 
l l l 85. 5 
7 
10 1 3 4 89 . 6  
11 l 3 2 6 94 .• 3 
12 2 2 106 . 8  
13 1 1 2 4 91. 5 
14 3 5 4 4 5 1 22 87 . 9  
15 2 5 7 100 . a  
16 3 9 7 l 1 21  100 . 6 
17 1 2 1 4 86 . 5  
18 
19 1 l 2 93. 5 
20 2 l 3 97 � 9  
21  l l 106 . 0  
22 
23 1 1 67 . 1  
24 2 2 5 2 1 12 10:S. 7 
25 1 l 100 . 0  
26 1 5 3 9 94.8 
To tal 2 5 7 12 29 37 5 l 2 100 96 . 7  
asource :  Mortgage files and tax ro lls in Knoxvi lle , Tenne s s ee . 
� 
TABLE II· 
APPRAISED VALUE AS PER CENT OF SALES PRICE OF PROPERTIES APPRA ISED BY 
PRIVATE APP�ISERS , KNOXVILLE, TENNESSEE, -JANUARY 1, 1949-MARCH lQ , 1950 ( continued ). 
Total Average 
Sales 50- 60- 70- 80- 90- 100- 110- 120- 130- 140- Propertie s Appraised  
Pric e 59 . 9  69. 9  79. 9 89. 9 99 . 9  109 . 9  119 . 9  129 . 9  139 . 9  149. 9 Appraised Value 
Under $3 , 000 l l 2 107 . l  
3, 000- 3, 999 2 5 3 10 96 . 8  
4 , 000- 4, 999 4 4 6 3 l l 19 91. 5 
5 , 000- 5 , 999 l 3 l 7 4 16 90 . 5 
6 , 000- 6 , 999 l 3 3 8 15 91. 9 
7 , 000- 7 , 999 l 2 6 9 95. 7  
8 , 000- 8 , 999 2 3 3 l 9 96 . 6  
9 , 000- 9 , 999 l l 2 106 . 5  
10 , 000-10, 999 l l l 3 110. 5 
ll, 000-11, 999 l l 2 102 . 7  
12 , 000-12 , 999 l l 2 101. 6 
13, 000-13, 999 
. 
l l 101. 9 
14, 000-14, 999 l l l 3 94 . 2 
15 , 000-15 , 999 2 l 3 116 .7  
16 , 000-16 , 999 l l 100 .0 
17 , ooo-17 , 999 --
18 ,  000-18 , 999 
19, 000-19, 999 
20, 000 and 
o ver l l 3 90.7 
To tal 2 5 7 12 29 37 5 l 2 100 96 . 7  
SD 
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noted by referring to Table II that the private appraisals 
range from 50 to 150 per cent of the. sales price. Neverthe­
less, 45 per cent of the properties were appraised for 100 
per cent or more of the sa les price, 7 4  per cent were above 
90 per cent of the sales price, and 86 per cent or nearly 9 
out of 10 were appraised for 80 per cent or more of the sales 
price . The bullt of the properties or two out of three were 
appraised between 90 and 110 per cent of the sales price. 
Of the 315 properties used 1n this study, 100, or 
31 . 7 per cent, were appraised by private appraisers. An 
analysis of Table II does not indicate any marked tendency 
to appraise property at either a higher or lower ratio from 
average because of the location of properties by wards or 
because of price classifications. The appraisal analysis by 
wards varies only about nine percentage points from average. 
The appraisal analysis by price classification varies only 
about six percentage points from average. The variations are 
not considered important. 
F .H.A.  Appraisals 
Of the 315 properties sold, F.H .A. appraised 95, or 
30. 2 per cent of the total . Approximately 85 per cent, or 
nearly 9 out of ten, of the F .H.A. appraisals were from 80 to 
100 per cent of the sales price, only 4 . 2 per cent were below 
80 per cent of the sales price, and only 9 . 5  per cent were 
above. The average F.H.A. appraisal was 9 1. 4  per cent of the 
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TABLE III 
APPRAISED VALUE AS PER CENT OF SALES PRICE OF 
PROPERTIES APPRAISED BY F.H.A. APPRAISERS , 
KNOXVILLE, TENNESSEE, JANUARY l, 1949-MARCH 15, 1950a 
Total Average 
70- so- 90• 100- 110- Properties Appraised 
wards 79. 9 89. 9  99 . 9  109 . 9 119. 9 Appraised Value 
l 
7 
10 1 .  l 2 88. 9  
11 
12 3 l 4 86. 3  
13 4 2 l 7 90. 7 
14 2 2 9 13 88. 7  
15 2 2 93. 8 
16 4 13 2 19 94 . 2  
17 l 3 4 l 9 89 . 5  
18 l l 117. 9 
19 
20 
21 l l 97. 6 
22 
23 l l 2 95 . 0  
24 11 3 l 15 92. 4 
25 l l l 3 92 . l  
26 l 14 l l 17 89. 5  
Total 4 44 37 8 2 95 91. 4 
•source : Mortgage files and tax rolls, Knoxville, 
Tennessee. 
TABLE III  
APPRAISED VALUE AS PER CENT OF  SALES PRICE OF 
PROPERTIES APPRAISED BY F .H .A .  APPRAISERS , 
30a 
KNOXVILLE, TENNESSEE, JANUARY 1, 19 49-MARCH 15 , 1950 ( continued) 
Total Average 
Sale s 70- so- 90- 100- 110- Properties Appra ised 
Price 79 . 9  89 . 9  99 . 9  109 . 9  119 . 9 Appraised Value 
Under $3, 000 
3, 000- 3, 999 
4, 000- 4, 999 
5, 000- 5, 999 31 3 2 l 37 90. 3 
6 , 000- 6, 999 l 6 14 5 26 93. 7  
7 , ooo- 7 , 999 l l 11 13 92.7  
e , ooo- s, 999 3 5 l 9 9 1. 0  
9, 000- 9, 999 3 3 97 . 2  
10, 000-10, 999 2 l 3 87 . 7  
11, 000-11, 999 
12, 000-12, 999 1 l 73. 3  
13, 000-13, 999 1 1 8 1. 2 
14, 000-14, 999 l l 7 5. 0 
15 , 000-15 ,  999 l 1 110. 0 
16 , 000-16 , 999 
17 , 000-17 , 999 
18, 000-18, 999 
19 , 000-19 , 999 
20 , 000 and 
over 
To ta l 4 44 37 8 · 2  95 9 1 . 4  
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sales price . Within the wards which ( see Table III ) had five 
or more transfers , the F .H .A .  appraisals were within only 
three percentage points of the total average .  The appraisals 
were within approxima tely two perc entage points of the total 
average according to price  c la s s if ication . 
Again, there does  not appear to be  any apprec iable 
tendency to apprais e property a t  a ratio either higher or 
lower than averag e for wards of price  clas s ification . 
G .  I .  Appraisals 
Inasmuch as  G .  I. appraisals must  be equal to or 
greater than the sales price of the property if a G .  I .  loan 
is to b e  grant ed, little can be  said for the G .  I .  appra isals 
when used as a comparison of this na ture . A G . I. loan wa s 
not granted if the property was appra ised for les s  than 100 
per cent of the sales price .  Therefore,  in such ca se s , the 
appraisa l  data were unava ilable . A to tal of 52 .7  per c ent of 
the properties  s tudied were  appraised for G .  I .  loans . Of 
the 166 G .  I .  appraisals , 1�9 or 95.8  per c ent ranged from 
100 to 109 per c ent,  and seven or 4. 2 per cent ranged from 
110 to 130 per cent of the sales  pric e .  The average appra isal 
was 101 .8  per c ent for all  G .  I .  appra isals . 
TABLE IV 
APPRAISED VALUE AS PER CENT OF SALES PRICE OF 
PROPERTIES APPRAISED BY G .  I .  APPRAISERS, 
KNOXVILLE, TENNESSEE, JANUARY 1, 1949-MARCH 15, 1950a 
Total Average 
100- 110- 120- Properties Appra ised 
wards 109 . 9  119 . 9  129 . 9  Appraised Value 
1 
7 1 1 100. 0 
10 4 1 5 105. 1 
11 6 6 101 . 4  
12 8 8 100 . 6  
13 14 1 15 101. 9 
14 17 17 101 . 5  
15 10 1 11 103. 5 
16 27 1 28 101 . 3  
17 9 9 102 . 0  
18 7 1 8 103 . 0 
19 3 3 102 .a  
20 1 1 100. 0 
21  1 1 100 . 0  
22 1 1 103. 2 
23 3 3 101. 1 
24 18 1 19 101. 6 
25 6 6 101. 2 
26 23 1 24 102. 1 
Total 159 3 4 166 101 .8  
asource :  Mortgage .files and tax ro lls , 
Knoxville , Tennes see .  
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TABLE IV 
APPRAISED VALUE AS PER CENT OF SALES PRICE OF 
PROPERTIES APPRAISED BY G. I .  APPRAISERS , 
KNOXVILLE, TENNESSEE, JANUARY 1, 1949• 
MARCH 15, 1950 ( continued ) 
Total Average 
32a 
Sa.lea 100- 110- 120- Properties Appraised 
Price 109 . 9 119. 9 129 . 9  Appraised Value 
Under $3, 000 4 4 101. 0 
3, 000- 3, 999 10 10 101. 8 
4, 000- 4, 999 14 l 2 17 103. 9 
5, 000- 5, 999 54 l 55 101. 5 
s , ooo- 6, 999 31 2 33 102. 0 
7 , 000- 7 , 999 16 16 101. 2 
8 , 000- 8, 999 10 10 101. 0 
9, 000- 9, 999 10 10 102 . 0  
10, 000-10, 999 4 l 5 104. 3 
11, 000-11, 999 2 2 100.0 
12, 000-12, 999 l l 104. 2 
13,000-13, 999 l l 101. 1 
14, 000-14, 999 
15, 000-15, 999 l l 100. 0 
16 , 000-16 , 999 l l 101. 4 
17 , 000-17 , 999 
18 , 000-18, 999 
19, 000-19 , 999 
20, 000 and 
over 
Total 159 4 166 101. B 
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Comparison of Appraisals 
Figure l on page 34 is a comparison of the number of 
properties appraised for each purpose and indicates the aver­
age per cent of the sales price . The Figure shows that 41 
per cent of the private appraisals are grouped between 80 and 
100 per cent of the sales price . The F . H .A. appraisals 
appear to be more conservative than the private appraisals, 
with the greatest number of appraisals ranging from 80 to 90 
per cent of the sales price . The greatest number of private 
appraisals is grouped between 100 and 110 per cent of the 
sales price as are those made for G .  r .  loans. 
A comparison of the appraisals for the three purposes 
by wards is shown 1n Figure 2 on page 35 . When referring to 
Figure 2, it must be remembered that 1n some wards only one 
or two properties were appraised for each purpose . As an 
example, under F.H.A. appraisals 1n the 18th ward, one may be 
led to b�lieve that F.H.A. appraisals 1n this ward are ex­
tremely high; but, F.H .A. made only one appraisal in the 18th 
ward and it was for 117. 9 per cent of the sales price. ( See 
Table III . ) The same reason may be given for the low ap­
praisal made by a private appraiser 1n the 23rd ward. 
The dotted line drawn horizontally across the page is 
the average for all wards for the particular appraisal, and 
it can be readily seen that the appraisals made 1n the wards 
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Source t See Tables II. III, and IV• 
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around the average . Tables II, III, and IV on pages 28, 30, 
and 32 respectively show the breakdown by wards and by price 
classifications. 
Figure 3 is a comparison of appraisals to the price 
at which the property sold, but again it must be remembered 
that the greatest distortions are 1n those classifications 
which have the fewest property sales. Approximately 83 per 
cent of the sales were properties selling from $3, 000 to 
$9,000. The private appraisals made in this group were from 
90 to 97 per cent of the selling price with 35 per cent of 
this group falling below the average percentage ratio. The 
F.H.A. appraisals of the same price classification were 
within three percentage points of the average with 83 per 
cent slightly abov� average for their appraisals. The ap­
praisals made by G .  I. appraisers were at or near the G. I. 
average appraisal for all properties within the same price 
classification. 
In conclusion, there is little ind ication that ap­
praisals are at a higher or lower ratio to sales price except 
possibly 1n the 14th and 26th wards which are slightly lower 
than the average for private and F.H.A. appraisals, and 
wards 15, 16, and 24 which are slightly above the average. 
�r Cent of 
















0) CJ> 0) 
0) 0) 0) 
0) 0) 0) 
C') I:') 1 
LO 
I 
"4 0 8 8 G) 0 
0 0 s rn ,qt 
CJ> 0) (J) 
0) (J) 0) 0) 
0) C> O> m 




0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
(0 t-- co (1) 
Sale s 
0) 0) 0) 0) 0) 
� 0) m O> 0) 0) 0) 0) 0) 
0 rt � I:') � ,-t rt rt 
I I I I � 
8 8 § 
0 
0 8 8 0 0 rt N I:') � 
rt r-4 r-4 r-4 " 














(J) 0) 8: 0) CJ> 
1 0) 0) 0) (1) 0) tQ (0 t-- co 0) 
r-4 r-4 r-4 rt r-i I s.. I I I I 
8 8 8 0 8 8 !  
8 s (0 � 0 co 0) 
r-4 r-4 rt rt r-4 N 
Appraisals as Percentage of Sale s Price for 166 G . I. Appra isals , 95 
F.H.A. Appra isals,  and 100 Private Appraisals Class ified According to 
Sales Price ,  Knoxville , Tenne s see . Jan�ary 1, 1949-March 15, 1950 
Souroe s See Table s II. III, and IV. 
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CHAPTER IV 
COMPARISON OF CITY AND COUNTY ASSESSMENTS 
TO SALES PRICE 
In this chapter assessments will be compared with 
sales prices of residential real property 1n the city of 
Knoxville. The assessments were made by the city and county 
assessors for the year 1950 on the 315 properties used in 
the study. 
The ratios of assessed values to the sales prices of 
the city residential real property have been computed and 
tabulated first by wards and second by price classification. 
This comparison is necessary 1n order to ascertain 
whether the county and city assessors tend to assess identical 
properties in the wards and price classifications at about the 
same ratio relative to the to tal average for their respective 
assessments. Tables V and VI show the complete breakdown by 
wards , ratios of assessments, and price classifications. 
Figures 4, 5 ,  6 ,  and ? have been added to assist the reader 
1n following the discussion and to aid 1n ascertaining quickly 
the number of properties assessed at the various ratios to 
sales prices ; also to aid in discovering at a glance the wards 
and. price classifications which are assessed at a higher or 
lower ratio than the average for all wards and price classifi­
cations used 1n this study. Wards and price classifications 
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because it is believed that a smaller number might not be 
representative. The number of properties sold in each ward 
and in ea.oh price classification have been placed within the 
bars on Figures 5 and 6 respectively. 
City Assessments 
Table V is a breakdown by wards and price classifica­
tions of the 315 properties sold during the period under study. 
The average city assessment for all the properties sold was 
49. 6 per cent of the sales prices. The average assessment by 
the respective wards with five or more transfers ranged from 
41. 2 to 59.4 per cent of the sales price. It will be noted, 
however, by referring to Table V that the ratio of city assess­
ments ranged from a low of 10 per cent to a high of over 100 per 
cent of the sales prices for all wards and price classifications. 
The vast majority, 208, or 66 per cent of the proper­
ties were assessed from 40 to 60 per cent of the sales price. 
Approximately 82 per cent were assessed for between 30 and 60 
per cent of the sales price. Only 4 per cent were below 30 
per cent and only 5 per cent were above 70 per cent of the 
sales price. One property was assessed for less than 20 per 
cent and one property for more than 100 per cent. 
Analysis of the average ratio of assessments to sales 
price by wards and by price classification does not reveal 
any marked tendency toward variation in assessments. Only 
when Table V is analyzed by the number of properties falling 
10- 20-




















Total 1 11 
asource : 
TABLE V 
ASSESSED VALUE AS PER CENT OF SALES PRICE OF PROPERTIES 
ASSESSED BY THE CITY OF KNOXVILLE, TENNESSEE, 
JANUARY 1, 1949-MARCH 15, 1950a 
Tota l Average 
30- 40- 50- 60- 70- 80- 90- 100- Properties As ses s ed 
39. 9 49. 9 59. 9 69. 9 7 9. 9  89. 9 99. 9 109. 9 As s e s s ed Value 
1 l 55. 0 
l l 59. 3 
1 4 6. 11 48. 0 
5 5 1 12 49. l 
3 .  4 10 41. 4  
4 8 8 21 46. 4 
9 14 15 9 1 1 51 50. l 
2 6 3 2 6 l 20 59. 4 
9 17 29 4 1 1 62 49. 8 
3 6 8 17 46. 9 
6 1 1 9 41. 2  
2 1 2 5 48.7 
2 l 1 4 41. 7 
1 l 1 3 50. 0 
l 1 42. l 
1 2 1 1 5 47. 1 
3 6 20 3 . 2  34 53. 3 
2 6 1 9 43. 4 
7 10 12 '7 39  49. 2 
51 92 116 2 9  11 2 1 l 315 '49. 6 
Mortgage files and tax rolls, Knoxville, Tenne s s ee. 
Sa les 
Price 
Under $3, 000 
3, 000- 3, 999 
4, 000- 4, 999 
5 , 000- 5, 999 
6 , 000- 6 , 999 
7 , ooo- 7 , 999 
s , ooo- 8, 999 
9 , 000- 9 , 999 
10 , 000-10 , 999 
11, 000-11, 999 
12, 000-12 , 999 
13, 000-13, 999 
14, 000-14, 999 
15, 000- 15 , 999 
16 , 000-16 , 999 
17 , 000-17 , 999 
18 , 000-10, 999 
19 , 000-19 , 999 




ASSESSED VALUE AS PER CENT OF SALES PRICE OF PROPERTIES 
ASSESSED BY THE CITY OF KNOXVILLE, TENNESSEE 
JANUARY 1, 1949-MAROH 15, 1950 ( continued)  
To ta l Average 
10- 20- 30- 40- 50- 60- 70- 80- 90- 100- Properties. Assessed 
19 . 9  29 . 9  39 . 9  49 . 9  59 . 9  69. 9 7 9 . 9 · 89 . 9  99 . 9  109 . 9  Asse ssed Va lue 
2 2 1 1 6 58 .7  
l 4 5 5 3 2 20 48 . 6  
5 8 12 6 3 l 1 36 45 . 7  
l 11 15 40 10 3 80 52. 7 
l 9 16 32 4 l 63 50. 0 
8 16 9 2 35 46 . 6  
3 12 11 l l 28 50. l 
2 5 3 2 l 13 51. 2 
l l 2 3 3 l 11 54. 1 
l 2 l 4 43. 0 
l l · 1  3 43.7 
l 1 2 31. 3 
1 l l l 4 43 . 4  
l l · 1  2 5 57 . 5  
l l 2 45 . 5  
2 l 3 47 . 3  
l 11 51 92 116 29 11 2 l l 315 49 . 6  
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within the various a s se s sment ra tios  do the di screpanc ie s 
present themselves to any great extent . Wards 12 and 18 
average about 8 percentage points below the total average and 
ward 15 i s  about 9 percentage points above the to tal average .  
The other wards which had five or more properties were very 
near the total average.  Those  properties which sold for les s  
than $3, 000 were as s e s s ed at 58 .7  per cent of the sale s  price 
or 9 percentage points above the average of 49 . 6  for all 
propertie s .  The $15 , 000 to $15 , 999 price c las sification 
propertie s were a s s e s sed at  about 57 . 5  p er cent or 8 percentage 
points above the total average .  T.he average as ses sment for 
other price cla ssifications containing five or more properties 
were near the to tal average . 
County Asse s sment s 
The average county as ses sments for a ll propertie s so ld 
during the period under s tudy wa s ( see  Table VI ) 37 . 1  per cent 
of s�les price . The ratio of a s se s sments to sales  price 
ranged from les s  than 10 to over 80 per cent with the large st  
group , 98 , falling between 30 to 40 per cent of the sale s  
price . Approximately 40 per cent of the county a s s e s sments  
were above the average , and approxima tely 30 per cent were 
b elow the average .  One property wa s a s ses s ed at le s s  than 10 
per cent and another at  over 80 per cent.  The average by 



























ASSESSED VALUE AS PER CENT OF SALES PRICE OF PROPERTIES ASSESSED 
BY KNOX COUNTY, TENNESSEE, JANUARY l,  1949-MARCH 15, 1950a 
To tal 
10- 20- 30- 40- 50- 60- 70- 80- 90- Propertie s 
19 . 9  29. 9  39. 9 49. 9 59. 9 69. 9 '7 9. 9 89. 9 99 . 9  As ses s ed 
l l 
l l 
3 4 l 3 11 
l 7 2 2 12 
2 6 2 10 
5 7 5 4 21 
l 8 13 20 6 l l 5 1  
l 4 4 8 2 l 20 
3 11 29 12 7 62 
1 '7 4 l 4 1'7 
2 4 l 2 9 
3 2 5 
l 3 4 
1 l l 3 
l l 
3 l l 5 
l 5 '7 '7 14 34 
l 3 4 l 9 
2 12 6 8 10 l 39 
13 74  98 68 56 4 l 315 
asource :  Mortgage files and · tax rolls ,  Knoxville , · Tennes see . 
Average 
A s se s sed 
Value 
50 . 0  
29. 6  
36 . l  
39. '7  
35. l 
38 . 0  
40 . 6  
40. l 
35. 8 
35 . l 
28 . l  
30 . 4 
31 . 3 
30 . '7  
23. 2 
33. 4  
39. 5 
30 . 3  
36 . 8  
37 . l  
TABLE VI 
ASSESSED VALUE AS PER CENT OF SALES PRICE OF PROPERTIES ASSESSED 
BY KNOX COUNTY, TENNESSEE, JANUARY 1, 1�49 -MARCH 15 , 1950 ( conti�ued) 
Total Average 
Sales o- 10- 20- 30- 40- 50- 60- 70- 80- 90- Properties A s s e s sed 
Price 9 . 9  19 . 9  29 . 9  39 . 9  49 . 9  59 . 9  69. 9 79 . 9 89. 9 99. 9 As s e s s ed Value 
Under $3, 000 l 3 l l 6 37 . 8  
3, 000- 3, 999  l l 8 7 3 20 30 . 8  
4, 000- 4, 999 2 13 11 6 4 36 32. 9 
5, 000- 5, 999 3 11 11 20 34 l 80 42. 3 
6 , 000- 6, 999 2 13 19 20 . 7 l l 63 37 . 9  
7 , 000- 7 , 999 11 14 8 2 35 35 . 2  
0 , 000- 8 , 999 2 6 14 4 2 28 33. 9 
9 , 000- 9 , 999 3 6 3 l 13 37 . 4  
10 , 000-10, 999 l l 5 3 l 11 40 . 0  
ll, 000- 11, 999 l 2 l 4 37 . 6  
12, 000-12, 999 l 2 3 33. 2 
13, 000-13, 999 2 2 24. 4 
14, 000-14, 999 2 l l 4 35. l 
15, 000-15 , 999 3 2 5 39 . l  
16 , 000-16 , 999 l l 2 33. 6  
17 , 000-17 I 999 
18 , 000-18, 999 
19 , 000-19 , 999 
20, 000 and 
over l l l 3 32 . 2 
To ta l l 13 74  98 68 56 4 l 315 37 . l  
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to 40 . 6  per cent, which is 9 percentage points below average 
and 3. 5 percentage points above average. The wards which had 
the low averages were the 18th, 19th, and 25th . The other 
wards were very near the average assessment for all properties . 
A comparison of the assessment ratios by wards and 
price classificat�on ind icates less assessment d isparity in 
the price classification. The range of average assessment 
ratios were 30. 8  to 42. 3 per cent or slightly over 6 percentage 
points below the average of 37 . 1 per cent and slightly over 
5 percentage points above average 1n the price classification 
with five or more property transfers . ·  Those properties which 
sold for $5 , 000 to $6 , 000 had a higher average assessment 
than those which were sold for a higher or lower price. This 
high average was brought about because many houses which 
appeared to be pro ject houses were, as a rule, assessed at 
approximately 50 per cent of their sales price . 
Figure 4 is the total properties sold in each assess­
ment ratio to sales price which were g iven 1n Tables V and VI 
respectively . It merely shows 1n graphic form the number of 
properties assessed at the rat ios ind icated by the x and y 
axes. 
Figures 5 and 6 are the average assessment ratios as 
displayed in Tables V and VI . They show in graphic form a 
comparison of assessments to sales prices by wards and by 
price classifications. 
Referring to Figure 5, there appears to be no marked 
�r Cent of 
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Figure 5 IZJ C ity 
lSSJ County 
County and C ity Asse ssment s  as Percentage of Sale s  Prioe for 315  
Propert ie s  C lass ified Accord ing to  Wards 
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Source 2 See Table s  V and VI. 
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agreement between the county and city assessors as to value 
above and below average of the properties sold except possibly 
in wards 18, 24, and 25, where the ratios are of about the 
same relative ratios. The same agreement does not manifest 
itself when an analysis is made of Figure 6 .  Ther e appears 
to be a tendency on the part of both city and county to assess 
properties which sold for $10, 000 and above at a lower ratio 
than those properties which sold for less than $10, 000 . As 
has been stated before, the author do es not feel that each 
individual price classification has enough properties to 
warrant a statement. N evertheless, it is believed ther e were 
enough properties sold above $10, 000, as one classification, 
to indicate a tendency. 
In conclusion, it should be emphasized that those 
wards which have had the greatest property transfers are also 
the wards which a re, as a whole , at or  near the average 
assessment. 
The same statement may be made regarding price classifi­
cations. The la rgest amount of activity has been in the 
$4, 000 to $9, 000 group, which approach the average assessment 
in all cases. Those properties which were sold for more than 
$10 , 000 are, as a group, considerably below average for a ll 
properties. 
CHAPTER V 
COMPARISON OF APPRAISALS TO ASSESSMENTS 
In this chapter a comparison is mad e b etween private 
and F.H.A. appraisals and city and county assessments in 
relation to the sales price. The comparisons are made by 
price classifications, and the average appraisal or average 
assessment is used for each price classification. The ap­
praisals and assessments compared are for id entical proper­
ties. There were 95 properties appraised by F.H.A. and 100 
appraised by private appraisers. The average total F.H.A. 
appraisals was 9 1. 4 per cent of the sales price, and the 
average total private appraisals was 96 .7 per cent of the 
sales price. 
When the average total county assessment was computed 
for the 315 properties used in the study, the average assess­
ment was 37. l  per cent of the sales price. When the average 
was computed on only these properties appraised by F.H.A.,  it 
was 38. 4  per cent of the sales price, and on those appraised 
by private appraisers only 35 . 7 per cent of the sales price .  
The average city assessment tor the 315 properties 
studied was 49 . 6  per cent of the sales price. The average 
assessment on properties assessed by private and F.H.A. ap­
praisers was 49. 8 and 49.2 per cent of the sales price 
respectively. 
The comparisons are made, first, between F.H.A . 
49 
appraisals and city a s s e s sment s ,  s econd, between priva te 
appraisals and c ity a s s e s sments ,  third, between F .H .A .  
appraisals and county a s s e s sments ,  and fourth, between 
private appraisals and county as ses sments . 
G .  I . appraisals are no t compared to a s ses sments b e­
caus e it is not believed they would revea l anything s ignifi­
cant 1n light of the requirements of the appraisals a s  was 
explained supra . A comparison by wards is  also di spensed with 
becaus e it is felt that the other ana lys e s  of wards did not 
reveal important informa tion .  
F .H .A .  Appraisa ls and City As ses sments 
When a comparison was made between F . H .A .  appraisals  
and city as se s sments on 95  identical propertie s ,  it  wa s 
apparent that F.H .A . appraised the properties within approxi­
mately 2 perc entage po ints of the average of 91. 4 per cent of 
the sales price for all price clas sifications compos ed of five 
or more propertie s .  As shown 1n Figure 7 ,  F .H . A .  did not 
appraise  any properties which were sold for les s than $5, 000 
or more than $15 , 000 . Only four properties which sold for 
more than $12, 000 were appraised by F.H .A . , and if any con­
c lus ion co uld b e  drawn from tho s e ,  it would be that thos e  
properties were evalua ted cons iderab ly below the average of 
91 . 4 per cent . Only one of the four exceeded the average for 
the total appraisals and it wa s approximately 19 p erc entage 
points above the average. 
Per Cent of 
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There appears to be a close correlation between F . H. A. 
appraisals and the city assessments; this will be discussed 
later. 
The . average city assessment on the identical p�operties 
was 49.8 per cent of the sales price or 0.2 percentage points 
above the average for the 315 properties which were assessed 
on an average of 49.6 per cent of the sales price. 
Within the price classifications consisting of five or 
more properties, the city assessments approximated 4 percent­
age points of the average of 49. 8 per cent. It is also 
apparent that properties which sold for over $12, 000 were 
assessed at considerably below the average of 49. 8  for the 
group. The average assessment on the properties which sold 
for over $12,000 is approximately 30. 0  per cent of the sales 
price. 
Private Appraisals and City Assessments 
Figure 8 is a comparison of private appraisals and 
city assessments on the same 100 properties. 
Private appraisals were made on at least one property 
for each price classification, but only in the price classifi­
cation from $3,000 to $9,000 were there five or more proper­
ties appraised in each price classification. Within these 
price classifications the appraisals were within approximately 
6 percentage points of the average of 96. 7 per cent of the 
Per tent of 
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V7'1 Private Appra i-
1.U sals 
Figure 8 rn C ity As sessments 
Private Appraisals and City Asse BSments as Percentage s of Sale s Price 
For 100 Properties Class ified Accord ing to Sale s  Price 
Knoxville , Ten.ne ssee , January 1, 1949-){arch 15• 1950 
Source : See .(p�ndix A. 
53 
sales pric e .  These were be low the average a s  a group , but 
the properties which sold for $10 , 000 and over were we ll 
above the average as  a group . It is  no t claimed that proper­
ties which sold for more than $10 , 000 were appraised for more 
than the sales  price , but the twenty properties within the 
group indicate that private appraisers value properties  which 
sell for more than $10 , 000 at  a higher ratio than tho s e  
se lling for les s than $10 , 000 . 
There a ppears to be a clo s e  correlation between the 
appraisals and a s sessment s .  The a s se s sments on prop erties  
which s old for les s than $10 , 000 with five or more propertie s 
in each price class ifica tion were within approximate ly 8 per­
centage po ints of the average for this  group of 49 . 2  per c ent 
of the sa les  price . In only one price c la s s if icat ion con­
sisting of five or more propertie s did the a s s e ssments exceed 
the average for the 100 properties .  That price clas sification 
was for properties which sold from $3, 000 to below $4, 000 . 
City a s s e s sment s on properties which sold from $12, 000 
to $16 , 000 and were appraised by priva te appraisers  were 
within 9 percentage po int s of the average a s se s sment rates of 
49 . 2  per c ent.  This comparis on to sales price indicates  a 
le s s  marked tendency to undera s ses s  properties  within the 
higher pric e cla s sifications than is true for properties 1n 
the same price cla s s ifications appraised by F .H .A . The dif­
ferenc e is no doub t due to the number of properties  considered, 
becaus e the number of properti es in each pric e cla s sification 
appears to influence the average assessment and appraisal 
considerably. Even 1n those price classifications of at 
least three properties, the appraisals and assessments are 
quite consistent in relationship to the average for each 
price classification. 
F.H.A. Appraisals and County Assessments 
54 
Inasmuch as they were discussed in Chapter III and 
again when compared to city assessments, little need be said 
about F.H.A. appraisals in this section except as they are 
related to county assessments. 
It will be recalled that the average F.H.A. appraisal 
was 91. 4 per cent of the sales price for the 95  properties 
appraised by F.H.A. The average county assessment on the 315 
properties studied averaged 37. l per cent of the sales price. 
However, when the county assessments were compared with those 
95 properties appraised by F.H.A. , the average county assess­
ment was 38. 4 per cent of the sales price . 
Figure 9 shows that county assessments were within 9 
percentage points of the average of 38. 4 per cent in price 
classifications consisting of five or more properties. Those 
properties which were sold 1n the $5, 000 and $6, 000 price 
classifications were assessed slightly above the average and 
those which sold for more than $7, 000 were slightly below the 
average. These are the same properties that were assessed 
considerably below the city average also. F.H.A. appraisals 
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tend to be similar to assessments, i.e . , the properties within 
the same price classifications tend to be in about the same 
position relative to their respective averages . A comparison 
of county and city assessments in Figures 7 and 9 reveal this 
similarity. 
Private Appraisals and County Assessments 
Private appraisals were discussed 1n an above section 
and in Chapter III. County assessments and private appraisals 
on the same properties sold will be compared in this section. 
In this group the average county assessment was 35. 7 
per cent of the sales price or 1. 5 percentage points below 
the average for the 315 properties studied. 
It will be no ted by referring to Figure 10 that within 
price classifications which have five or more properties, the 
average appraisal approximated 6 percentage points ot that 
average. Except in the $5, 000 and $6, 000 classifications 
where the F .H .A. appraisals were below average and the county 
assessments were slightly above, the appraisals and assess­
ments on the same properties in the respective price clas­
sifications were about the same, relative to their respective 
averages. 
The analysis of county and city assessments on proper­
ties appraised by private appraisers indicates the same 
tendency that was revealed when county and city assessments 
were compared on the properties appraised by the F . H.A.,  
















Sale s Pr ice 1n Dol lara 
F igure 10 
, �t.a_gtLF_ri va_te 
Appraisals 
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Private Appraisals and County Asse ssments as Percentage of Sale s Price 
For 100 Properties  Class if ied According to Sale s Pr1oe 
Knoxville • Tenne ssee I January 1. 1949-March 15. 19&> 
Source ,  See Appind ix A. 
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namely, that these identical propertie s were asses sed at 
about the same relative amount. A comparison of a s ses sments 
in Figures 8 and 10 bears out this conclusion. 
Summary 
The F . H.A. appraisal s  on properties which sold for 
les s  than $11, 000 were within approximately 6 percentage 
points of average in those price clas sifications with five or 
more properties. If those properties studied are any indica­
tion, F.H.A. tends to appraise properties 1n the higher price 
classification at below the average . 
Private appraisals  were within approximately 6 percent­
age points of the average within those price cla s sifications 
with five or more properties. Properties which sold for over 
$9 , 000 tend to be appraised for more than the average. 
County and city a s ses sments are near the average for 
the group analyzed and near the average for the 315 properties 
used in thi s study. There is a noticeable resemblance in the 
relative ratio s of asses sments by the county and city by 
appraisal groups .  
CHAPTER VI 
SUMMARY, CONCLUSION,  AND SUGGESTED REMEDIES 
As was stated in Chapter I, the purpose of this study 
was to discover whether or not residential real property was 
appraised and assessed above or below the sales price for the 
315 properties studied and to ascer tain whether significant 
discrepancies appeared in wards or price classifications or 
both. The conclusions are based on the assumption that the 
properties studied were representative of all residential 
properties in the city of Knoxville, and the price for which 
they were sold was "market value" as def ined previously. It 
was assumed also that the prices of prop erties remained 
constant over the period studied. 
Chapter II explained the methods of estimating market 
value of real property , namely, market approach, cost or re­
placement approach, and income approach. It was pointed out 
that the majority of the appraisers were interested in the 
market value ; therefore, it was believed they estimated the 
"market value " via the market approach 1n most cases. The 
fact that appraisals are only estimations of value was 
emphasized. 
The statutory duties of assessors and boards to 
equalize assessments were discussed 1n regar� to the state of 
Tennessee, the county, and the city of Knoxville.  The 
assessors are supposed to assess all properties at actual 
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ca sh va lue , but 1£ the taxpayer is  not satisfied with the 
a s s e s sment , he ha s the privilege of appealing his ca s e  to 
the boards set up to equaliz e the a s s e s sments . 
The third chapter was a compari son of the evaluations 
on the propert ie s s tudied. The appraisals  were performed by 
private appraisers , F .H.A .  appraisers , and G. I. apprai ser s .  
I t  was di scovered tha t F .H .A .  appraisals  were within 
3 percentage points of the average of 91 . 4 per cent of the 
sales  pric e and approxima tely 85  per cent of the apprai sals 
were w ithin 80 to 100 per c ent of t�e sa les price . F .H .A .  
apprai sed 95 or  ·30 . 2  per cent of  the 315 properties s tudi ed. 
Private appraisals  were made on 100 or 31 .7 per cent 
of the properties with an average appra isal  of 96 .7 per cent.  
Only 41 per cent or the properties  appra i s ed were between 80 
to 100 per cent of the sales price , 86 per ce�t of the proper­
tie s  were apprai sed above 80 per cent of the sale s price ,  and 
45 per cent wer e apprais ed for over 100 per cent of the sales  
price .  
G .  I .  appraisals were made on 166 or 52 .7 per cent of 
the properties  s tudied with an average appraisal  of 101 .8  per 
cent of the sa les pric e .  Thes e  appraisa ls were not cons idered 
s ignificant in a s tudy of thi s na ture because of s tatutory 
requirements  as explained in Chapter II. 
There was lit tle indication of inequalities  in apprais­
al  becaus e of wards or  price cla s s ifica tion . The appraisals , 
a s  a group , were near their respective  average s .  
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The chapter on comparison of city and county a s s ess­
ments to sales  pric e revealed a wide range of  ra tio s  of 
a s se s sments to sales  prices when individua l propertie s were 
compared. City a s se s sments ranged from 10 per cent to over 
100 per cent of the sa les  price . County a s s e s sments re.nged 
from les s than 10 per cent to 90 per cent of the sales price . 
The average city a s s e s sment was 49 . 6  per c ent of the 
sales price with a varia tion of only 9 perc entage points from 
the total  average when the averages  were computed by wards 
and price c la s sifica tions containing five or more propertie s .  
Over 82 per cent were a s se s s ed for 30 to 60 per cent of the 
sales price . 
The county a s s e s sments were within 9 perc entage po ints 
of the to tal average of 37 . 1  per cent when ana lyz ed by wards 
and within 6 percentage po ints by price cla s s ification con­
ta ining five or more properties . Approxima tely 70 per cent 
of the properties wa s a s se s s ed from 30 to 60 per cent of the 
sales price . 
Tho se  properties  which so ld for more than $10 , 000 ,  a s  
one clas sification , were a s se s sed below the average b y  both 
city and county. Tho s e  properti es  which sold for les s  than 
$3 , 000 were a sses sed for over 9 p ercentage points above the 
city average of 49 . 6  per c ent by the city, but near the 
county average of 37 . 1  per cent by the county. 
Chapter V was restricted to a comparison by price 
c la s sification only because it was felt the compari son by 
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wards made 1n previous chapt ers did not revea l anything 
significant. For reasons stated elsewhere, the G. I. 
appraisa ls were also dispensed with in this comparison. 
The city and county assessments compared with F .H.A. 
appraisals indicated a similar eva luation of identical prop­
erties in the price cla ssifications as far as re lative ratios 
were concerned. F .H.A.  appraisers and city and county 
assessors appraised and assessed identical properties which 
sold for over $10, 000, as a group, for less than the respec­
tive averages for the 95 properties. City and county assess­
ments compared with private appraisals on 100 identical prop­
erties revea led a similarity in relative ratios except for 
properties which sold for more than $10, 000, as one price 
classification. Private appraisers tend to appraise proper­
ties in the price classification at a higher than average, 
96.7 per cent. 
Conclusions 
The conclusions based on data presented 1n the pre­
ceding chapters are :  
( 1 ) There does not appear to be any reason to believe 
that properties are appraised at a higher or lower ratio to 
sales price because of wards. 
( 2 )  Th.ere does not appear to be any marked tendency 
on the part of private appraisers to appraise properties at a 
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higher or  lower average ratio to sa les price because of price 
cla s s ification . If the four properties  which were apprai s ed 
by F .H .A .  is  an indication, F .H .A .  appraisals t end to b e  con­
siderab ly below the F .H .A .  average appra isa l for properties  
s elling in the higher price ( over $10 , 000 ) c la s s ifica tions . 
No conc lusions can be  drawn regarding G.  I .  appraisals b e­
caus e of inadequate data . 
( 3 )  There wa s a greater tmiformity in F .H .A .  apprai sals  
than in private appraisa ls . F .H .A .  appraised 85 per cent of 
the properties within approximately 10 perc entage po ints of 
F .H .A .  average appraisal .  Only 66  per cent of priva te ap­
praisa ls were within 10 percentage point s of the average 
priva te  appraisa l. 
( 4 ) There doe s  no t appear to be any marked t endency 
to a s se s s  properties at a higher or lower ratio to sa les price 
b ecause of wards on the part of either the city or cotmty 
as ses sors . 
( 5 ) There does  appear to be a tendency on the part of 
the city a s se s sor to a s s es s  properti es selling for less  than 
$3# 000 at higher than the average a s s es sment of 49 . 6  per cent 
and to a s s e s s  properties s e lling for over $10 , 000 at  lower 
than the average a s se s sment.  
( 6 )  There appears to b e  a tendency on the part of the 
county a s s e s sor to a s se s s  properties s elling for over $10 1 000 
at  lower than the average a s ses sment of 37 . l per c ent . 
(7 ) There is a general  underas ses sment on the part of 
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both city and county assessors. 
(8) Tb.ere apparently is greater uniformity 1n city 
assessments than in county assessment·s . The city assessed 
66 per cent of the properties within approximately 10 per­
centage points of the total average of 49.6 per cent. The 
county had only 53 per cent within approximately 10 percent­
age points of the total average of 37.l per cent. 
(9) Both F.H . A .  and private appraisals are much 
nearer the market value of properties than either city or 
county assessments. 
It is the opinion of the writer that the major weak­
ness of city and county assessments is the lack of deputies 
employed to assist in making thorough inspections of properties. 
Although no investigation of this matter was made, further 
research should be of interest. 
Suggested Remedies 
The author is of the opinion that suggestions regarding 
appraisals would be superfluous because of the many purposes 
for which appraisals are made , and because the appraisals 
appear to be near the price at which the properties 1n the 
city of Knoxville, as a whole, sold. 
It is believed that a few suggestions regarding assess­
ments within the city of Knoxville are in order. It is 
realized that the executions of these proposals will require 
adequate funds to carry them out; however, it would appear 
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that the extra expense of employing additional employees 
would be ju stifiable. 
In order to correct the inequalities now existing and 
to aid the asses sor in assessing at 100 per cent of actual 
cash value, the following suggestions are made : First, a 
thorough revision of the present tax rolls should be made and 
revised as  often hereafter as changes in prices warrant.  
Second, the tax as ses sors should maintain a record of the 
prices paid tor all properties sold. This should as si st the 
as ses sors in arriving at approximately 100 per cent ot actual 
cash value of all properties by comparing those recently sold 
with other properties. 
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' SAMPLE APPF.AISAL AND ASSESSMENT DATA FOR INDIVIDUAL PROPERTIES 
IN A SELECTED PRICE CLASSIFICATION ( UNDER 13, 000 ) . .  
Ratio of 
Appraised Value 









2, 7 00 
2, 750 
2, 750 
Total $14, 300 
Jl, 500 





$4, 500 $10,200 
$ 800 $ 700 
2, 200 . 1,400 
1,100 800 
1,700 1, 000 
l,400 1, 000 . 
1,200 500 
$8,�o ts, 4oo 
. .  
100 . 0 53. 3 
104. 8 104. 8 
100. 0 44. 0 
111. 1 63. 0  
100. 0 50. l 
100. 0 43. 6 
A�=���8107. l 101. 0 58. 7  
asource : Mortgage f iles o:f three large . r,eal estate mortgage companies of 
Knoxville, Tennessee. 
bsource : City of Knoxville tax rolls. 












SAMPLE APPRAISAL AND ASSESSMENT DATA FOR INDIVIDUAL PROPERTIES 
IN A SELECTED PRICE CLASSIFICATION ( $3, 000-$3, 99_9 ) 
Ratio of 
Appraised Value 





Price Private G • .  I. F.H.A. Cityb Countf° Private G. I. F.H.A. City County 
$ 3, 000 $ 3,250 $ 2 , 000 $ 800 108. 3 66 .7  26 .7  
3, 000 $ 3 ,250 . 2, 100 , 1, 500 108. 3 70. 0 50. 0 
· 3 , 000 . 3, 250 2 , 100 1,500 108. 3 · 7 0. 0  50. 0 
3, 000 3, 000 1, 500 900 100. 0 50. 0 30. 0 
3, 200 3 ,200 1, 200 900 100. 0 37. 5  28. l 
3, 250 2, 850 2, 000 800 87 .7 61. 5  24. 6  
3 ,350 3, 350 1, 300 1, 000 100. 0 38 . 8  29. 9 
3, 350 3, 350 1, 500 1, 200 100. 0 44. 8  35.8 
3, 400 3, 400 2, 200 1, 200 100. 0 64.7 35. 3 
3, 500 3, 400 1, 800 1, 200 97. l  51. 4 34. 3 
3, 500 3, 000 · 1, 500 1, 000 85.7  42. 9  28. 6 
3, 500 3, 450 2, 000 1,800 98. 6 57. l  51. 4  
3,500 3,700 1, 500 1, 200 105.7 42 . 9  34. 3 
3 , 600 3 ,600 1, 800 900 100. 0 50. 0 25. 0 
3, 675 3,750 700 300 102. 0 19·. 0  0. 2 
3 ,700 4, 000 1, 800 800 108. l 48. 6 21. 6 
3,750 3 ,500 1, 400 1, 200 93. 3 37. 3 32. 0 
asource: Mortgage files of three large real estate mortgage companies of 
Knoxville, Tennessee . 
bsource: City of Knoxville tax rolls. 




SAMPLE APPBAISAL AND ASSESSMENT DATA . FOR INDIVIDUAL PROPERTIES 
IN A SELECTED PRICE C LASSIFICATION ($3,000�$3,999 ) (continued) 
Sales Appraised Value 
Price Private G. I. F.H.A. 
$ 3, 7 50 $ 3, 500 � 
3,750 . . $ 3,750 
3,750 3,500 . 




to Sales Price 
City County Private G. I. F.H.A. 
. $ 1,400 $ 1 , 200 
1,900 . 700 
1, 600 1, 000 
- Average 










37 .3  32. 0 
50.7  18.7  
42. 7  26.7  
48. 6 30. 8 
....:J ..... 
Sa le s 
TABLE IX 
SAMPLE APPRAISAL AND ASSESSMENT DATA FOR INDIVIDUAL PROPERTIES 
IN A SELECTED PRICE CLASSIF ICATION ( $4, ooo�t4, 999) . 
Ra tio of 
Ai�ra ised Value• A s s e s sment 
Appra ised Va lue 
to Sa les Price 
Ratio of 
As ses sed 
Va lue to 
Sales  Price 
Pric e Private G. I. F .H.A.  City'6 Count,-C Private G .  I .  F .H .A .  City County 
$ 4, 000 $ 3,700 
4, 000 $ 4, 800 
4, 000 4/750 
4, 000 4, 250 
4, 000 3, 800 
4, 000 3, 418 
4, 010 4, 500 
4, 150 4, 200 
4, 200 4,200 
4 , 260 2 , 850 
4, 250 3, 500 
4, 250 4, 250 
4, 250 4, 276 
4, 250 4 ,250 
4, 250 4, 600 
4, 250 2 , 800 
4, 350 3, 500 
$ 1, 400 $ 900 
1, 500 . 1 , 000 
1, 950 1, 300 
2, 200 1, 400 
900 900 
2 , 200 2, 000 
2, 000 1, 000 
2 , 200 1, 500 
1, 600 1 , 800 
l,?00 1 , 000 
1, 600 1, 200 
1, 200 800 
3, 200 1,700 
2 , 200 1, 400 
2 , 000 1, 700 
1, 400 900 
l ,?00 1, 300 
92 . 5  35 . 0  
120 . 0  37 . 5  
118 . 8  48 . 8  
106 . 2  55. 0  
95 . 0  22. 5  
85 . 5  55. 0 
112. 2 49 . 9  
101. 2 53 . 0  
100 . 0 38 . l  
67 . l  40 . 0  
82 . 4  37 . 6  
100 . 0  28 . 2  
100 . 6 75 . 3 . 
100 . 0 51. 8 
105. 9  47 . l  
66 . 9  32 . 9  
80 . 5  39. l 
asourc e : · Mortgage files of ·three la rge real e s tate mortgage companie s of 
Knoxville, Tenne ssee . 
bsource :  City of Knoxville ta� roll� . 
csource :  Kn.ox County tax rolls . 
22. 5 
25 . 0  
32. 5  
35 . 0  
22. 5 
50. 0  
24. 9 
36 . l  
42. 9 
23. 5 
28 . 2  
18. 8  
40 .0  
32. 9  
40 . 0  






SAMPLE APPRAISAL AND ASSESSMENT DATA FOR INDIVIDUAL PROPERTIES 
IN A SELECTED PRICE CLASSIFICATION ( $4, 000�$4, 999 )  ( continued) 
Ratio of  
Appraised Value 





Price Prtvate G.  I. F .H.A.  Citz County Private G. I. F .H .A . City County 
$ 4, 400 $ 4, 400 $ 2, 000 $ 1, 600 100. 0 45. 5  36 . 4  
4, 400 4, 400 1, 500 800 . 100. 0 34. 1 18 . 2 
4, 500 $ 4, 250 2, 200 1, 600 94 . 4  48 . 9  35. 6 
4., 500 4,500 2, 200 1, 400 100. 0 48. 9  31. l 
4, 500 5,7 00 2, 000 1, 800 126 . 7  44. 4 40 . 0  
4,500 3, 100 1, 200 1, 050 68. 9  26 .7 23. 3 
4, 500 3, 000 2, 000 1, 800 66 . 7  .44. 4 40. 0  
4, 500 4, 500 2, 500 1,.7 00 100. 0 55. 6 37 . 8  
4, 500 5, 650 · 2, 300 1, 500 125. 6 51. 1 33. 3 
4, 600 4, 800 3, 000 2, 500 95.8 65. 2 54. 3  
4, 650 4, 500 2, 200 1, 600 96 . 8  47 . 3  34. 4 
4,7 00 · 4,700 2, 200 1, 200 100. 0 46 . 8  25. 5 
4,7 00 4,700 3, 800 2, 000 100. 0 80. 9 42. 6  
4,750 4, 900 2, 000 1, 100 103. 2 42. 1 23. 2 
4, 8 00 4,750 1, 300 1, 500 99. 0 27. l  31 .2  
4, 850 4, 850 1, 400 1, 200 100 . 0  28 . 9  24.7  
4, 850 4, 300 1, 800 1, 000 88 . 7  37. 1  20. 6 
4, 975 4, 975 3, 000 2,500 100. 0 60. 3  50. 3 
4, 975 4, 975 3, 000 2, 500 100. 0 60. 3 50. 3 
Total$158, 610 $75, 918 $'78, 575 $'7 2, 550 $52, 150 
Average 






5 , 000 
5 , 000 
5 ,000 
5, 000 
5 , 000 
5 , 100 
5 , 100 
5, 100 
5, 200 
5 # 200 
5, 200 
5 , 200 
5, 200 
5, 200 
5 , 250 
5, 250 
TABLE X 
SAMPLE APPRAISAL AND ASSESSMENT DATA FOR INDIVIDUAL PROPERTIES 
IN A SELECTED PRICE CLASSIFICATION ( $5, 000-$5, 999 )  
A,22ra iaed Value• 
Private o. I .  F .H .A .  








5 , 100· 
5 , 250 
$ .5 , 000 
4, 667 
4, 667 
4 , 667 
4, 667 
4, 667 
Asse s sment 
Cit,1> CountyC 
$ 2 , 800 J 2 , 000 
3 , 300 . 2 , 200 
2, 000 1 , 500 
2 , 800 2 , 000 
2 , 600 2 ,600 
3, 000 2 , 500 
2 , 800 2, 500 
2 , 7 00 1, 200 
3, 000 2 , 500 
3, 400 2 , 200 
3, 400 2, 200 
3, 400 2 , 200 
3, 400 2 , 200 
3 , 400 2, 200 
3, 000 2 ,700 
1, 800 1, 200 
Rat io of 
Appraised Value 
to Sale s Price 
Pri vate G .  I .  F .H .A .  
100 . 0  
83 . 1 
95. 0  
105 . 0 
100 . 0  
95. 2 
- ·  100 . 0  
100. 0 
100 . 0 
100 . 0 
101. 0 
89 . 8  
89 . 8  
89 . 8  
89 . 8  
89. 8  
Ratio of 




56 . 0  40 • . 0 
66 . 0  44. 0 
40 . 0  30.0  
56 . 0  40.0 
52. 0 52. 0 
58 . 8  49 . 0  
54 . 9  49 . 0  
52 . 9  23. 5 
57 . 7  48 . l  
65 . 4  42. 3 
65 . 4  42. 3 
65. 4 42. 3 
65. 4 42. 3 
65. 4 42. 3 
57 . l  51 . 4 
34. 3 22. 9 
•source : Mortgage file s of three large real e state mo.rtgage companie s of 
Knoxville , Tennessee. 
bcity of Knoxville tax rolls . 
CKnox County tax rolls . 
dAs ses sed at $3, 500 by the tax a s se s sor and upheld by the Tax Commis s ion, but 






SAMPLE APPRAISAL AND ASSESSMENT DATA FOR INDIVIDUAL PROPERTIES 
IN A SELECTED PRICE CLASSIFICATION ( $5 , ooo�t5, 999 ) ( cont1nued ) 
.A.Ei?raised Value A s s e s sment 
Ra tio ot 
Appraised Value 





Price Private G. I .  F.H.A.  City County Private G. I. F .H . A .  City County 
5, 2·50 $ 5, ooo· $ 2, 600 $ 1, 500 95 . 2  - 49 . 5  28. 6  
5 , 300 $ 6 , 250 2, 000 1, 000 117 . 9  37 . 7  18 . 9  
5, 300 $ 5 ,350 1, 500 900 100. 9 28 . 3  17 . 0  
5 , 400 5, 600 1, 700 1, 800 103.7 31. 5 33. 3 
5, 475 5, 475 1,700 1, 500 100 . 0 31. l 27 . 4  
5, 500 4, 000 2, 800 2, 000 72. 7  s1. o 36 . 4  
5, 500 6 , 000 3 , 800 3 , 000 109 . l  69 . l  54. 5 
5, 500 4, 200 2 , 7 00 1 , 8 00 7 6 . 4 49 . 1 32. 7  
5 , 500 4,-200 2,700 1, 800 76 . 4  49 . l  32. 7 
5 , 500 6 ,750 2 , 200 1 , 750 122 . ?  40. 0  31.8 
5 , 500 5, 910 5 , 000 1, 700 3 , 000 107 . 5  90. 9 30 . 9  54. 5 
5 , 5 00 6 , 000 2 , 500 2, 200 109 . l  45. 5 40. 0  
5, 500 . 5 , 500 3, 400 2 , 500 100. ·o 61 .8  45 . 5  
5, 500 5 , 000 3, 500 2, 800 90 . 9 63. 6 50. 9  
5 , 590 6 , 000 4 , 200 2, 500 1rn . 3  75 . 1 44. '7  
5 , 650 5, 650 2 , 600 1, 600 100 . 0  46. 0  28 . 3 
5 , ? 00 5, 500 2 , 000 1 , 200 96 . 5  35. l 21. 1 
5 ,7 00  6 , 000 3,400 3, 500 105. 3 59 . 6  6 1 . 4  
5 ,750 5,800 2, 600 2, 400 100 . 9  45. 2 41. 7  
5,?50 3,750 2, 000 1, 100 65. 2 34. 8  19. l 
5 ,750 5, 750 3, 200 2, 500 100. 0 55. 7 43. 5  
5 , 750 5 ,800 4, 200 2 , 600 100. 9 73. 0 45. 2 




Sa le s 
TABLE X 
SAMPLE APPRAISAL AND ASSESSMENT DATA FOR INDIVIDUAL PROPERTIES 
IN A SELECTED PRICE CLASSIFICATION ( $5, 000-$5, 999 ) ( continued)  
Ra tio of 
Appraised Va lue 
A;e;eraised Va lue Asses sment to Sales Price 
Ratio of 
Asses sed 
Va lue to 
Sales Price 
Price Private G. I. F.H .A. City Count7 Private G. I. F.H.A. City County 
5,783 $ 5,783 $ .  S, 500 $ 3,· 000 $ 1, 800 100 . 0  95 . l  51. 9 31. 1 
5 , 800 - 6 , 000 2 , 400 2 , 000 103. 4 41. 4 34. 5 
5 , 845 $ 5, 800 3 ,500 2 , 600 99. 2 59 . 9 44. 5 
5 , 875 5,875 5 , 350 3 , 400 3, 000 100 . 0 91. 5 57 . 9  51. 1 
5 , 900 6 ,000 3, oood 3 , 000 101.7 50 .8  50 . 8  
5 , 950 5 , 950 3, 400 3, 000 100 . 0 57 . l  50 .4 
5, 950 5, 950 4,800 3, 400 3 , 000 100 . 0  80 . '7  57 . 1  50. 4 
5 , 950 5, 950 5, 350 3, 400 3 , 000 100 . 0  89. 9 57 . l  50 . 4  
5, 950 6 , 000 2,7 00 2 , 000 100 . a  45. 4 33. 6 
5 , 950 5 , 950 4, 800 3 , 400 3, 000 100 . 0  80 . 7  57 . 1  50. 4 
5 , 950 5, 950 5 , 350 2, 300 3, 000 100 . 0  89. 9 38. 7  50. 4  
5 , 950 5, 350 1,800 2, 000 89. 9 30. 3 33. 6 
5 , 950 6 , 100 2, 200 1 , 600 102. 5 37 . 0  26 . 9  
5 , 950 . 5,750 3, 800 3 , 000 96 . 6  63. 9 50 . 4  
5, 950 5, 950 3 , 400 3, 000 100 . 0  57 . l  50.4  
5 , 950 6 , 000 3, 400 3, 000 100. s  57 . 1  50 . 4 
5 , 950 5 , 950 5 , 350 3, 400 3, 000 100 . 0  89 . 9 57 . 1  50.4  
5 , 950 5, 950 5, 350 3 , 400 3, 000 100 . 0  89 . 9  57 . l  50 . 4 
5, 950 6 , 000 5, 350 3, 400 3, 000 100 . a  89 . 9  57 . l  50. 4  
5, 950 5, 950 4,800 2, 800 2 , 000 100 . 0  ·00 . 7  47 . l  33. 6  
5 , 950 5 , 950 5 , 350 3, 400 3 , 000 100 . 0  89. 9 57 . 1 .  50 . 4  
5, 950 6 , 100 2, 200 2, 600 102. 5 37 . 0  43. 7  





$ 5, 950 
5, 950 
5, 950 
5 , 950 




5 , 950 
5 , 950 
5 , 950 
5., 950 
5, 950 




5 , 950 
Total 
TABLE X 
SAMPLE APPRAISAL AND ASSESSMENT DATA FOR INDIVIDUAL PROPERTIES 
IN A SELECTED. PRICE CLASSIFICATION ( $5, 0Q0-$5, 999 ) ( continued)  
Ratio of 
Ra tio of A s ses sed 
Appraised Value Value to 
A�2raised Value Ass e s sment to Sales Price Sales Price 
Priva te G. I • .  F.H.A.  City County Private G. I .  F .H .A .  City County 
$ 6 ,000 $ 5, 350 $ 2, 400 $ 1, 600 100. 8  89 . 9  40 . 3  26 . 9  
6 , 000 5, 350 3 , 400 �, ooo 100 .0  89. 9  57 . 1  50. 4 
5, 950 5, 350 3, 400 3, 000 100 . 0  89. 9 · 57 . 1  50. 4 
5, 950 3 , 400 3 , 000 100 . 0  57 . l  50. 4  
5 , 950 5 , 350 3, 400 3, 000 100. 0 89. 9  57 . 1  50. 4 
s,.oo.o 5, 350 3, 400 3 , 000 100 . 0  89. 9 57 . 1  50. 4  
5 , 950 5 , 350 3, 400 3, 000 100. 0 89 . 9  57 . 1  50. 4  
5, 950 5 , 350 3, 400 3,000 100. 0 89 . 9  57 . l  50. 4 
6, 000 5, 350 3, 400 3,000 100 . 0  89. 9 57 . 1  50. 4  
6 , 000 4,800 3 , 400 3 ,000 100. 0 80. 7  57 . 1  50 . 4  
5 , 950 5, 350 3 ,400 3 , 000 100 . 0  89. 9 57 . 1  50 . 4 
5, 950 5 , 350 3 , 400 3, 000 100. 0  89. 9 · 57 . 1  50 . 4  
6 , 000 5 , 350 3 ,400 3, 000 100 .a  89 . 9  57 . 1  50 .4  
5 , 950 3, 400 3, 000 100. 0 57 . 1  50 . 4  
5, 950 5 ,350 3 , 400 . 3, 000 100. 0 89. 9 57 . 1  50. 4 
6 , 050 5 , 350 2,800 1, 600 101. 7 89 . 9  47 . l  26 . 9  
6 , 100 5, 350 2 ,800 1,600 102. 5 89 . 9  47 . 1  26. 9  
6 , 000 5, 350 2, 800 1, 600 100 .8  89. 9 47 . 1  26. 9 
Average Ratio 






SAMPLE APPRAISAL AND ASSESSMENT DATA FOR INDIVIDUAL PROPERTIES 
IN A SELECTED PRICE CLA.SS1FICATION _ ( $6,000-t6,999 ) 
Ra tio of 
Appra ised Value 
AiEraiaed Value• Assessment to Sa les Pric e. 
Ratio of 
Asses sed 
Va lue to 
Sales Price 
Price P�ivate G. I.  F .H.A. Cityb County0 Private G. I .  F .H.A . OitJ' County 
6 , 000 t · 6 ,000 t 3,800 t 2,800 100. 0  63. 3 46.'7 
6 , 000 6, 500 2, 500 2 ,000 108 . 3 41 .7 33 . 3  
6 , 000 $ .5 , 600. 2, 200 1 ,800 93. 3 36 . 7  30 . 0  
6 , 000 6 , 000 3, 300 2, 400 100. 0 55. 0 40. 0 
6 , 000 6 , 050 2, 200 1, 500 100.0  36 .7 25 . 0  
6 , 000 5, 500 3, 200 2 , 000 91.7 53. 3 33. 3 
6 , 000 5, 633 3, 000 1, 000 93. 9 50. 0  16 .7 
6 , 000 $ 6 , 000 3 , 200 2 , 450 100 . 0  53. 3 40 .8  
6 , 000 6 , 500 3, 500 . 2 , 000 108 . 3 58 . 3  33. 3 
6 , 000 6 ,600 2, 200 1, 600 110. 0 . 36 .7  26 . 7  
6 , 050 6 , 050 3, 400 2 , 500 100 . 0 56 . 2  41 . 3  
6 , 150 6 , 150 3, 000 2 , 500 100 . 0  48 . 8  40 . 7  
6 , 200 6 , 350 3, 000 2 , 000 102. 4 48 . 4  32. 3 
6 , 200 6 , 200 3, 400 3, 000 100 . 0 54. 8  48 . 4  
6 , 200 6 , 000 3, 400 2, 400 96. 8  54. 8  38 .7  
6 , 250 6 , 000 3, 200 2, 500 96. 0 51. 2 40. 0 
6 , 250 6 , 000 3, oood 3 , 000 96 . 0  48 . 0  48. 0 
•source : Mortgage fi les of three large rea l  estate mortgage companies  of 
Knoxville ,  Tennessee. 
b source : City of Kno xville tax ro lls . 
0source : Knox County tax ro lls . 
dAs s ea sed at  $3, 500 by the tax a s ses sor and upheld by the Tax Commi ssion, but 




Sa le s 
TABLE XI 
SAMPLE APPRAISAL AND ASSESSMENT DATA FOR INDIVIDUAL PROPERTIES 
IN A SELECTED PRICE CLASSIFICATION ( $� 1 000�$6 , 999 )  ( continued ) 
Ra tio of 
Appra ised Va lue 
AEEraiaed Value A s s e s sment to Sa le s Pric e 
Ra tio of 
Asses s ed 
Va lue to 
Sa les Price 
Pric e · Priva te G. I . F .H .A .  City County Private G. I .  F .H . A . City Count7 
6 , 300 $ 6 , 500 
6 , 300 $ 
6 , 300 
6 , 300 
6 , 350 
6 , 425 
6 , 450 
6 , 500 
6 , 500 5, 000 
6 , 500 6 , 500 
6 , 500 
6 , 500 6 , 500 
6 , 500 
6 , 500 5, 9()0 
6 , 500 
6 , 500 
6 , 500 
6 , 500 
6 , 500 
6 , 500 
6 , 500 
6 , 500 
6 , 500 6 , 685 
6 , 600 
6, 300 $ 
6 , 300 
6 , 600 
6 , 850 
1 , 300 · 
6 , 500 
6 , 500 
6 , 500 
6,700 
6 , 600 
6,850 
6 , 500 
$ 4, 500 $ _ 2, 600 
6 , 300 3, 400 2, 500 
6 , 000 3 ·400 , 2, 500 
5,750 2 ,700 1, 500 
6 , 300 3,800 2 , 500 
2, 500 1, 300 
3, 400 3, 000 
2 ,700 2, 000 
2, 300 2, 300 
3, 500 2,800 
3, 400 3, 000 
3, 800 5,700 
6 , 250 4, 000 4, 000 
2, 100 2, 500 
6 , 125 3, 600 2 ,800 
6, 250 3, 500 3, 000 
3, 000 2 , 600 
6, 250 4, 200 2 , 500 
2 , 400 1, 000 
5,725 3, 600 3, 000 
2 , 600 2, 500 · 
2, 800 1, 600 
2 , 800 2, 000 
6 , 250 3, 600 3, 000 
103. 2 7 1. 4  41 . 3 
100. 0 100 . 0 54 . 0  39 . 7  
100. 0 - 9 5. 2 54 . 0  39 .7  
91. 3 42 . 9  23. 8  
103 . •  9 99 . 2  59 . 8  39 . 4  
106 . 6 38 . 9  20 . 2  
113. 2 52.7  46 . 5  
100. 0 41. 5 30. 8 
7 6 . 9  35 . 4  35. 4  
100. 0 53. 8  43. l 
100. 0  52. 3 46 . 2  
100 . 0  58 . 5  87 . 7  
96 . 2  6 1. 5 6 1 . 5  
7 6 . 9  32 . 3  38. 5  
94. 2 55. 4  43. 1 .  
9 6 . 2 53. 8 46. 2  
100. 0 46 . 2  40. 0 
96 . 2  64. 6 38. 5 
103. 1 36 . 9  15. 4  
101. 5 91. 2 55. 4  46. 2 
105. 4  40. 0  38. 5  
100 . 0 43. l  24. 6 
102 . a  43. l 30 . 8  
94.7 54. 5 45 . 5  
Sa les 
TABLE XI 
SAMPLE APPRAISAL AND ASSESSMENT DATA FOR INDIVIDUAL PROPER'l'IES 
IN A SELECTED PRICE CLASSIFICATION ( 16 , 000-$6 , 999 ) ( cont inued ) 
Ra tio or 
Appraised Va lue 
A2:E?raiaed Value A s s e s sment to Sa les Pric e 
Ra tio ot 
Asses sed 
Value to 
Sa les Price  
Price · Priva te G . I. F.H.A .  City County Private G.  I .  F.H.A. C1tz Countz 
$ 6 , 650 . $ 6, 650 $ 3, 000 $ ·  2, 000 100. 0 45 . l  30. l  
6 ,700 6 , 700 $ 6 , 350 3, 000 2, 000 100 . 0  94. 8 44. 8  29. 9  
6 ,750 6 ,750 4, 000 2, 000 100 . 0  59 . 3  29 . 6  
6 ,7 50 6,750 3 , 600 3, 000 100 . 0 53. 3 44. 4 
6 , 7 50 6 ,750 4, 000 2, 600 100 . 0  59 . 3  38 . 5  
6 ,750 6, 850 2, 580 1, 500 101. 5 38 . 2  22. 2 
6 , 8 00  $ 3 , 500 1, 800 1, 500 51. 5 26 . 5  22. 1  
6 , 800 7 , 250 3,800 3, 500 106 . 6  55. 9  51. 5 
6 , 840 7 , 500 2 , 400 1, 500 109 . 6 35. l 21. 9  
6 , 850 6 , 918 3,700 2 , 400 101. 0 54. 0  35 . 0  
6 , 850 5 , 000 3, 200 2 , 000 73. 0 46 .7 29. 2  
6 , 850 6 , 7 50 3 , 300 2 , 050 98 . 5  48 . 2  29·. 9 
6 , 930 7 , 400 3, 000 3, 000 106 . 8  43. 3  43. 3 
6 , 950 6, 950 6 , 250 3,800 3, 500 100. 0  89 . 9  54.7 50. 4  
6 , 9 50 6 , 950 3,800 3, 000 100. 0 54. 7  43. 2 
6 , 950 5, 650 4 , 300 2, 500 81. 3 6 1. 9  36 . 0  
6 , 950 7 , ooo 3, 000 2, 000 100 . 7  43. 2  28 . 8  
6 , 950 6 , 950 6, 250 3,800 3, 500 100 . 0  89 . 9  54. 7  50. 4 
6 , 950 7 , 250 5, 250 3 ,800 3, 500 104. 3 '7.5. 5  54. 7 50 . 4 
6, 950 6 , 950 6 , 250 3,800 3 , 500 100. 0 89 . 9  54.7 50. 4 
6 , 950 6 , 950 5 , 600 3 ,800 3, 500 100 . 0  80 . 6  54. 7 50 . 4  
6 , 950 6 , 950 6 , 250 3, 800 3 , 500 100. 0 89 . 9  54. 7  50. 4 
To ta l Average Ratio 
$409, 145 $89 , 086 $219 , 900 $159 , 600 $204, 380 $154, 950 91. 9 102 . 0 93.7  50 . 0  37 . 9  
Sales 
TABLE XII 
SAMPLE APPRAISAL AND AS.SESSMENT DATA FOR INDIVIDUAL PROPERTIES 
IN A SELECTED PRICE CLA.SSIFICATION . ( $'7 , 000-$'7 , 999 ) 
Ratio of 
Appraised Value 





Price Private G. I .  F .H .A .  City\) CountYo Private G. I. F.H.A. City County 
$ 7, 000 $ 7 , 151 
7 , ooo · . · $ 
7 , ooo 
7, 000 
7, 000 
7, 000 7, 250 
7, 000 
7, 000 6,800 
7, 000 7, 200 














6, 9 00 
7, 150 
7 , ooo 
7, 250 
7, 250 7, 000 
7, 250 
$ 3,800 $ 3�500 
3, 400 2, 500 
4, 000 2, 500. 
4, 000 4, 000 
3, 400 3, 000 
4, 200 3, 200 
3, 000 2, 500 
4, 200 2, 500 
3, 000 2, 000 
2, 800 2, 000 
2, 500 2, 300 
4, 200 1, 500 
3, 500 2, 000 
3; 000 2,500 
3, 500 2, 600 
2, 500 2, 000 
4, 000 3, 000 
102. 2 54. 3 50.0 
103. 6 48. 6  35.7  
100. 0 57.l 35.7  
98 . 2  57 .1 57 .l 
100.7 48.6 42.9 
103. 6 60. 0 45. 7  
96. 4 42.9 35. 7  
97.l 60. 0  · 35. 7  
102. 9 42.9 28 . 6  
100.7 40.0 28 . 6  
96. 9 35.l 32. 3 
100. 0 58.7 21. 0 
96. 6 48 . 3  'Z7 . 6  
100 . 0 41. 4 34.5 
103. 4 48 . 3  35. 9 
100. 0  96.6 34. 5  'Z7 .  6 
100.0 55. 2 41 . 4  
•source : Mortgage files of three la rge real estate mortgage companies of 
Knoxville, Tennessee. ' 
bsource : City of Knoxville tax ro lls. 





SAMPLE APPRAISAL AND ASSESSMENT DATA FOR INDIVIDUAL PROPERTIES 
IN A· SELECTED PRICE CLASSIFICATION ( t7 ,ooo�$7 , 999 ) ( continued )  
Ra tio of 
Appra ised Value 
AEEraleed Value As se s sment to Sales Price 
Ratio o:t 
As ses sed 
Value to 
Sales Price 
Price Private · G .  I. F .H.A.  City County Private G.  I . F .H .A .  City County 
t ·7 , 350 J 6 , 500 $ 4, 200 $ 2, 500 
7 , 350 $ 7 , 350 2 ,800 2 , 500 
7 , 360 7 , 000 3� 500 2 , 600 
7 , 500 $ 6,750 3 , 300 2 , 500 
7 , 500 7 , 250 2 ,800 2 ,000 
7 , 500 7 , 000 3,7 00 3, 000 
7_ , 500 4,750 3 ,700 2, 000 
7 , 500 7 , 800 2 , 500 1,800 
7 , 500 7 ,750 4, 000 3, 500 
7 , 500 � 7 , 500 3 , 200 2, 500 
7 ,700 7 , 000 2, 400 3,700 
7 ,7 50 7 ,7 50 7 ,750 3,700 3 , 000 
7 ,750 7 ,750 3 , 000 2 , 000 
7 ,850 a , ooo 3 , 500 2, 600 
7·, sso 5 , 850 3 , 200 3 , 500 
7 , 850 7 , 850 3 ,000 2,000 
7 , 900 8 , 300 7 , 250 4, 500 3, 500 
7 , 950 7 , 250 4, 200 2,000 
Total 
$257 , 677 $62, 901 $119 , 550 $89 , 626 $120, 200 . $90,800 
88 . 4  
100 . 0  
95 . l  
90. 0  
96 .7  





90 . 9 
100 . 0  100. 0 
100 . 0 
101.9  
7 4. 5  
100 . 0 
105 . l  91.8  
9 1. 2 
Average Rat io 
95 .7  101. 2 92.7  
57 . l  
38 . l  
47 . 6  
44. 0 
37 . 3  
49 . 3  
49 . 3  
33. 3  
53. 3 
42.7  
31 . 2 
47 .7  
38 .7  
44. 6 
40 . 8 
38 . 2  
57 . 0  
52. 8 
46 . 6  
34 . 0  
34 . 0  
35 . 3  
33 . 3  
26 .7  
40 .0  
26. 7  
24. 0 
46 . 7  
33 .3  













SAMPLE APPRllSAL AND ASSESSMENT DATA FOR INDIVIDUAL PROPERTIES 
IN A SELECTED PRICE CLASSIFICATION ($8,ooo-te, 999 ) 
. Ratio of 
A22raiaed Value& Assessment 
Appraised Value 





Price Private G. I. F.H.A.  Cityb CountyC Private G. I. F.H .A.  City County 
$ · 8, 000 t a, ooo $ 3, 500 $ 2, 500 100. 0 43. 8  
a , ooo . a, ooo 4,700 3,500 · · 100. 0 58. 8  
8, 000 $ 7, 250 4, 000 3, 000 90. 6  50. 0 
e, ooo $ 7, 750 4, 700 2,500 96. 9 58. 8 
8, 050 9, 100 3,800 2,500 113. 0 47 . 2  
. 8, 136 6,750 3,_700 2, 000 83. 0 45. 5 
8, 200 a, ooo 3, 500 1, 300 97. 6 42. 7 
8, 250 8,250 4, 000 4,200 100. 0 48. 5 
8, 376 8, 375 3,500 3, 000 100. 0 · 41. 8 
·a, 400 8, 388 4, 300 2, 000 · 99. 9 51. 2 
8,400 8, 400 4, 000 2,700 ·100. 0 47. 6 
8,500 8, 500 4, oood 3, 000 100. 0 47. 1  
8, 600 7,000 2,800 2, 000 a2·. 4  32. 9  
8,500 8,900 3, 600 2,500 104. 7 42. 4 
•source: Mortgage :files of three large real estate mortgage companies of 
Knoxville, Tennessee. 
bsource: City of Knoxville tax rolls. 
csource: Knox County �ax rolls. 





31 . 2  









29 . 4  
CD 
CA 
Sa le s 
TABLE XIII 
SAMPLE APPRAISAL AND ASSESSMENT DATA FOR INDIVIDUAL PROPERTIES 
IN A SELECTED _PRICE CLASSIFICATION ( $8 , ooo�ts, 999 ) ( continued) . 
Ra tio of 
Appraised Value 
A;e;eraised Va lU:e A s s e s sment to Sale s Price 
Ratio of 
As ses sed 
Va lue to · 
Sa les Price 
Price Private G.  I.  F .H .A .  . C ity Cowity Priva te G.  I .  F .H .A .  City County 
$ 8 , 500 $ 8 , 500 $ 5 , 000 $ 3, 500 
8 , 500 $ 6 , 900 4, 000 3 ,000 
8 , 500 8 , 600 6 , 8 00  5, 000 
8 , 500 $ 8, 000 3, 350 3 , 000 
8 , 500 0 , 000 6 , 000 2 , 500 
8 , 500 8 , 500 5 , 000 3, 500 
8 , 500 9 , 000 4,000 3, 100 
8 , 500 7 , 875 4, 200 3 , 500 
8 , 500 7 , ooo 4,800 3 , 000 
8 , 500 7 , 000 2 , 600 1, 500 
8 ,7 00  9 , 000 4 , 600 3, 000 
8 ,750 8 ,750 4, 500 3, 000 
8 ,750 8 ,750 4 , 500 2 , 500 
8 , 950 8 , 250 4, 500 3, 000 
To tal 
$235, 461  $7 2,738 $84, 900 $69 , 150. $117 , 950 $79 ,800 











100 . 0  
100 . 0 
92 . 2  
Average Ratio 
96 . 6  101.0  91. 0 
58 . 8  
47 . l  
80 . 0  
39 . 4  
70. 6 
58 . 8  
47 . l  
49 . 4  
56 . 5  
30. 6  
52. 9 
5 1. 4  
51 . 4  




58 . 8  
35. 3  
29. 4  
41. 2 
36 . 5  
41 . 2 
35. 3 
17 . 6  
34. 5 
34 . 3  
28 . 6  







· SAMPLE APPRAISAL AND ASSESSMENT DATA FOR INDIVIDUAL PROPERTIES : IN A SELECTED PRICE CLASSIFICATION ( $9 , 000-J9 , 999 ) . 
Ratio of 
Appraised Value 
A2Eraiaed Value• Assessment to Sales Price 
Ratio of 
Assessed 
, Va lue to 
Sales Price 
Price Private G. I.  F . H .A . - Cityb County(' Private G. I. F.H.A. City County 
$ 9 , 000 $ 8 , 7 50 $ 5 , 000 $ 3, 500 97 . 2  55 . 6  38 . 9 
9 , 000 8 ,750 3,800 3, 000 97 . 2  42. 2 33. 3 
� ,050 $ 9 , 050 3, 6 00  2, 500 100. 0 39 . 8  27 . 6  
9 , 250 . 10,000 9 , 000 6 , 000 3, 500 108 . 1 97 . 3  64. 9 37 .8 
9 , 500 $ 9 , 500 6 , 500 4, 500 100 . 0 68 . 4  47 . 4  
9 , 500 9 , 600 3, 200 2 , 250 100 .0 33. 7  23. 7 . 
9 ,750 10 , 000 4, 400 3, 800 102. 6 45. 1  39 . 0  
9 ,750 9 , 750 4, 200 3,7 00 100. 0 43 . 1  37 .·9 
9 ,750  9 ,750 5 , 800 5 , 000 100. 0 59 . 5  51 . 3 
9 ,750 11, 000 9 ,750 5 , 000 4 ,500 112. a 100. 0 51. 3 46 . 2  
9 , 750 9 ,750 4 ,700 2 , 5 00  100. 0 48 . 2  25. 6 
9 , 800 10, 500 7 , 000 4 , 000 1(17 . 1  71 . 4 40. 8  
9 , 950 10, 000 4, 200 3 ,500 100 . 5  42. 2 35. 2 
Tota l Average Ratio 
J123, 800 $20, 500 $98 , 050 $26 � 500 $63, 400 $46 , 250 - 106 . 5  102. 0 97 . 2  51. 2 37 . 4  
•source : Mortgage files of three large real estate mortgage compa�ies of 
Knoxville, Tennessee • . 
bsource : City of Knoxville tax rolls . 
0 source : Knox County tax rolls. 
Sales 
TABLE XV 
SAMPLE APPRAISAL AND ASSESSMENT DATA FOR INDIVIDUAL PROPERTIES 
IN A SELECTED " PRICE CLASSIFICATION c t10,ooo-t10,g99) _ 
Appraised Value• Assessment 
; 
Ra tio of · 
Appra ised Va lue 




Sales  Price 
Price Private G .  I.  F.H.A. Cit;,> Countyc Private G. I. F.H.A. City County 
$ 10 , 000 $10, 000 $ 6, 000 $ 4,800 100� 0 60. 0 
10 , 000 $14, 000 5 , 500 3, 500 140. 0 55 . 0  
10, 000 12 ,000 9 , 500 6 , 500 120 . 0  95. 0 
10 , 000 $ 9 ,000 3,800 2 , 600 90 . 0 38 . 0  
10 , 000 8 , 500 6 , 000 3,800 85. 0 60 .0  
10, 300 10, 500 4,850 3,700 101. 9 47. l 
10, 500 9, 250 5, 000 3, 500 88. l 47 . 6  
10 , 5 00 9 , 000 5 , 500 4, 500· 85 .7  52. 4 
10, 500 10, 500 6 , 500 4, 800 100. 0 61 . 9  
10 , 500 11, 250 5 , 500 4, 000 107 . l  52. 4 
10,700 10,700 3, 000 3, 500 100 .0  28 . 0  
To tal Average Ra tio 
$113, 000 $34, 250 $53,700 $26 ,750 $61, 150 $45, 200 110 . 5 104. 3 87 . 7  54 . l 
asouroe :  Mort.gage fi les of three large rea l estate mortgage companies of 
Knoxville ; Tennessee.  
bsource :  City of Knoxvi lle tax ro lls.  
csouroe : Knox County tax rolls . 








45. 7  
38 . l 
32 .7 
40. 0  
CD m 
TABLE XVI 
SAMPLE APPBAISAL AND ASSESSMENT DATA FOR INDIVIDUAL PROPERTIES 
. . . .  ·' IN A SELECTED PRICE CLASSIFICAT;I:ON ( $11, ooo-t11, 999 ) 
Sales AEEraiaed Value• 
Price Private G.  I.  F.H.A. 
$11, 000 $12 ,000 
11, 000 10 , 600 
11, 100 $11, 100 
11, 600 11, 600 
Total 
$44,700 $22, 600 $22,700 
Ratio of 
Appraised Value 
Assessment to Sa le s Price 
Cit;ti 
$ 6 ,500 




County0 Private G.  I .  F.H.A. 
$ 6, 000 109 . l  
. 2,800 96. 4 
3,500 100 . 0  
4, 500 100 . 0  
Average Ratio 






59. 1 54. 5  
29 . l  25.5  
40 . 5  31.5 
43 . l  38 . 8  
43.0 37 . 6  
•source: Mortgage files of three large real estate mortgage companies of 
Knoxville, Tennessee. 
bsource: City o:r Knoxville tax rolls. 






SAMPLE APPRAISAL AND ASSESSMENT DATA FOR INDIVIDUAL PROPERTIES 
IN A SELECTED PRICE CLASSIFICATION ($12,000-$12,999) . 
Ratio of 
Appraised Value 





Price Private G. I. F.H.A . Ci ty0 Colllltyc Private G. I.  F .H. A. 01 ty County 
$12,000 · $12,500 $ 8,800 $ 4,200 $ 3,500 104. 2 73. 3 35.0 29. 2 
12,500 jl3,000 5,500 4,000 104.0 44.0 32.0 
12,600 12,600 6,500 4,800 99. 2 51. 6 38. 1 
Total Average Ratio 
$3'7 , 100 $25, 500 $12,500 $8,800 $16, 200 $12,300 101. 6  104. 2 73. 3 43. 7 33.2 
asourc�: Mortgage f'iles of three large real estate mortgage companies of 
Knoxville 1 Tennessee. 
bsource: City of Knoxville tax rolls. 




SAMPLE APPRAISAL AND ASSESSMENT DATA FOR INDIVIDUAL PROPERTIES 





to Sales Price 
. Ratio o:f 
Assessed 
Value to 
I Sales Price 
Price Private G. I. - F.H .A.  Cityb CountyC Private G. I. F.H .A. City County 
$13, 000 113,250 
13, 850 tl4, 000 Jll, 250 
Total 
$5,000 $3,550 
. 3, 400 . 3, 000 




101. 9 101. 1 
38. 5  27 . 3  
81. 2  24. 5 . 21.7 
81.2 31. 3 24. 4  
asource: Mortgage files of three la rge re al estate mo rtgage companies o:f 
Knoxville, Tennessee. 
bsource: City of Knoxville tax rolls. 





SAMPLE APPRAISAL AND ASSESSMENT ·DATA FOR INDIVIDUAL PROPERTIES 
IN A SELEPTED PRICE CLASSIFICATION ( $14, 000-$14, 999 ) 
Ratio o:f 
.A.ppl:'aised Value 





Price Private G .  I .  F.H.A. Ci tyb County0 Private G. I. F.H .A. City Co�ty 
$14 , 000 $12 , 000 $ 5, 300 $ 5, 150 85.7 37 . 9  36 . 8  
14, 000 14, 100 . 6 , 500 4 , 000 100 . 7  46 . 4  28 . 6  
14, 000 13, 500 9 , 000 7 , 000 96 . 4  64. 3 50 . 0  
14, 000 $10, 500 3, 500 3,500 7 5. 0  25. 0 25. 0 
Total Average Ratio 
$56 , 000 $39, 600 $10, 5.00 $24, 300 $19 , 650 94. 2  7 5. 0  43. 4  35. l 
asource : Mortgage files of three la rge real estate mortgage companies of 
Knoxville, Tennessee. 
bsource : City of Knoxville tax rolls. 





SAMPLE APPRAISAL AND ASSESSMENT DATA FOR INDIVIDUAL PROPERTIES 
IN A ·  SELEG.TED PRICE CLASSIFICA_TION ( $15, 000-$15, 999) . 
Ratio of 
Appraised Value 
A2Eraised vaiuea Assessment to Sales Price 
Ratio of 
Assessed 
Val ue to 
Sales Price 
Price Private G. I. F.H.A . Cit,0 County0 Private G. I. F.H.A . City County 
$15, 000 $16,500 $ 5, 400 $ 5, 000 110.0 36. 0 33. 3  
15, 000 - $15, 000 . 11, 000 . 6,500 100. 0 73. 3  43 . 3  
15,500 $16,750 8, 000 6, 000 108. l 51.6  38. 7 
15, 500 15,500 7,500 7, 000 100. 0 48. 4 . 45. 2 
15, 915 22 , 500 12, 300 5,600 141. 4 77. 3  35. 2 
Total Average Ratio 
$76, 915 154, 750 $15,,.000 · $16,500 $44, 200 $30, 100 116. 7 · 100. 0 110. 0 57. 5  39. l 
•source : Mortgage files of three large real estate mortgage companies of 
Knoxville, Tennessee. 
bsource : City of Knoxville tax rolls . 




TABLE - XX.I 
SAMPLE APPRAISAL AND ASSESSMENT DA TA FOR INDIVIDUAL . PROPERTIES 
IN A SELECTED PRICE CLASSIFICA.TION ( $16 , 000-$16 , 999 ) 
AE,2raised Value• 
Ratio of 
Ratio of Assessed 
Appraised Value Value to 
Asses sment to Sales Pric e Sales Price 
Pric e Private G. I.  F .H .A .  Cit,1> County0 Private G .  I .  F .H.A . City County 
$16 , 500 $16, 500 
. 16 , 500 
Total 
$16,7 25 
$33, 000 $16, 500 $16,7 25 
$ 6 ., 000· $ 4, 100 100. 0 36 . 4 24. 8 
9 , 000 . 7 , 000 101. 4 54. 5 42. 4 
$15 , 000 
Average Ra tio 
$11, 100 . 100 . 0 101. 4 45 . 5  33. 6 
a.source :  Mortgage f iles of three large real estate mortgage companies of 
Knoxville,  Tenne ssee. 
b source : City of Knoxville tax rol ls.  
0 source : Knox County tax rolls . 
co ro 
TABLE XXII 
SAMPLE APPRAISAL AND ASSESSMENT DATA FOR INDIVIDUAL PROPERTIES 




Assessment to Sales Price 
Ratio of 
Assessed 
· Value to 
Sales Price Sales 
Price Private G .  I .  F . H .A . cityb County� Private G . I. F .H .A. City County 
$ 20, 000 $ 1s ,·soo $ 9, 000 $ 3, 300 82. 5  45. 0 
20, 500 14,500 8 , 600 5,500 7 0.7 41. 5  
24, 000 � , 500 13, 000 12, 000 114. 6 54. 2 
Total Average Ratio 
$ 64, 000 $ 58 ,500 · $ 30,500 $ 20, 800 90.7 47. 3 
Grand Total Total Average Ratio 
$2, 172, 601 $702, 698 $1, 103, 293 $612, 010 $1,078, 030 $806 , 650 96.7 101. e 91. 4 49. 6 
•source : Mortgage files or three large - real es tate mortgage - companies of 
Knoxville , Tennessee. 
bsource : City of Knoxville tax rolls. 
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assessment on the property described herein from $ ·-�--- to $----- --, 
Date. ____ ___,..-----·--,---19--.---.- Signed 
Chairman 
The Tax Commission 
City of Knoxville, Tennessee 
Sec. 4, Chap. 602, Acts of 1907. Be it further enacted; That all �perty of every kind shall be assessed at its actual cash 
value. The term "actual cash value," whenever used in this Act is hereby defined to mean the amount of money the 
property would sell for if sold at a fair voluntary sale. 
NOTE :�This form must be used when applying for revision. Applicant should answer all questions on the following pages 
clearly and completely. Use ink or typewriter. 
358 OVER 
DESCRIPTION OF MAIN. BIDLDING 
Underscore all items describing the building. A separate form must be used for each main building. 
USE. Residence, apartment, stores, office, garag.e, gas station, shed ______ .,.._ ______ _ 
TYPE. Wood frame, steel frame, brick, tile, concrete, mill, oo .... · ....... . _.. _______ _.,.... _____ _ 
FOUNDATION. Brick, wood, stone, concrete, posts, piers, piles ______________ _ 
EXTERIOR WALLS. Weatherboard, brick, stucco, stone, cement, corrugated iron ..... · +-+• ,--------
EXTERIOR TRIM. Plain, ornamental, wood, stone, sheet metal, terra cotta __________ _ 
FLOORS. Wood joist, mill construction, steel beams, concrete, cinder, dirt __________ _ 
ROOF TYPE. Gable, hip, fl.at, gambref, mansard, pitched 
ROOFING. Shingle, wood, composition, slate, metal, tile, tar and gravel ___________ _ 
MISCELLANEOUS. __ porches, _· _fireplaces, _·_Chimneys 
BASEMENT. None1 parts full, cement floor, finished __.!:..;;..;_;.____:_:__:_c..__�=�_;.__!:.;..!;c_!._..:,:__;;.;..;..._,,;__;-,--,�----
HEATING. Stoves, grates, pipeless furnace, hot air, hot water; steam, vapor _________ _ 
PLUMBING. None, septic tank, sewer, toilet fixtures, "bathrooms, laundry __________ _ 
FLOORING. Pine_rooms, hardwood_rooms, tile_rooms, marble___room.-. ______ _ 
LIGHTING. Lamps, gas, electric ----------------------------
SIZE. Main porlio"n \ I ' ·ft. X - � 1 ... :ft. Additions ft. X ft. 
GARAGE. Size. ___ ft. x ,. 1ft. Typc_ _______ -,-:--:--;-'---'-,..,.-----.---,.�--·�..........,..,.�-----:,_---
Number of rooms Age ____ Remodeled _______________________ _ 
APPLICANT DECLARES THE FOLLOWING TO BE TRUE STATEMENTS 
NOTE : An abatement will not be granted in case the LAND should be over assessed, IF the AGGREGATE assessment of 
LAND AND BUILDINGS is less than the true value of LAND AND BUILDINGS. 
Original cost of land 19 __ - -
Terms 
Old Assessment 19 __ .. - - . - - ... $---­
New Assessment 19 __ - - - - - - $·---­
Applicant declares sound assessment to be $----------­
Will sell property for - - - - - $�----.__.. 
Decrease desired .. - - - .. - $----
' Original cost of buildings 19_� __ 
Present amount insurance -
Present mortgages or incumbrances -
Monthly rental - - - - - - -
t
\ $·---­
- $v- - I 
$---
Terms 
Total Cost 19 __ - - -
Terms 
Carried on books at - -
Leased for 
Contract cost, including all extras - - - - - - - .,, ____ _ 
Owner's estimated cost to reproduce buildings new - - $,_· ___ _ 
Contractor's estimated cost to repro�uce buildings new - $·-----






If any change in the description of the property is desir�d the legal deseripti� ia,pp�ari\lg in the 
deed or a�tual d�ensiollS as determined by survey should . be preient�d •. The las� paite of .. this. ap�l� 
tion may be used for this purpose. 
To the Director of Finance, 
Knoxville, Tenn. 
Knoxville, Tenn.,-..,.--. ___________ 19 __ 
Your petitioner respectfully represent.s that the real property herein desc_ribed is over assessed and 
asks that a reduction be made. (Give below in full detail the :grounds upon which the objection is 
based. Is there any i·rregularity in comparison with adjacent properties ? )  
Sworn to before me and subscribed in my presence 
t�h�is1.11-------day of ________ l94-




APPEAL FROM TAX COMMISSION 
To the Board of Arbitration of the City of Knoxvi l le 
The undersigned taxpayer of the City ·of Knoxville hereby appeals to the Board of 
Arbitration from the decision of the Tax Commission rendered _____________ _ 
19--, fixing an assessment of. , _____ ......._._ on the undersigned taxpayer's property, 
bearing tax code number ___________ ,. The grounds of said appeal are the same 
as those relied upon in the Appeal to the Tax Commission from the decision of the Director of 




Director of Finance 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  , 
On the. ____ day of-------------�-, 19.;___, an appeal from the 
decision of the Tax Commission to the Board of Arbitration ,W\as filed with the Director of 
Finance by __________________________________ _ 
with reference to the property, the code number of which is---�---------­
If this appeal was filed within three days after the final action of the Tax Commission, the 
appeal will be heard at the next session of the Arbitration Board or as soon thereafter as 
practicable. 
858 Director of Finance. 
APPENDIX D 
Appraisal Forms 
SJ MPLE SAMPLE SAMPLE 
VETERANS ADMINISTRATION 
APPRAISAL REPORT 
1 EXISTING CONSTRUCTION c=j[J ·-PROPQSED coNSTRUCTIO� [==i ALTERATIONS AND IMPR���;,,rn�;s I _· _  I __ _ 
2 LENDER Hom e F e d e ra l  Sa vin� & Loan Assoc. ADDREss509 Market st. ,Knoxville, Tennesse e 
a VETERAN John Doe PRESENT ADD.REss P in e For e s t  .. Knoxv i l le . Tenn . 
4 ADDREss oF sEcuRITY 1500 A lpin e Dr iv e . Kn oxv i l l e . Tennessee 
5 PLOT PLAN AND PHOTOGRAPHS OF PROPERTY 
. Show street name11, location Q! subject property on plot, one front-view photograph . and one PASTE UPPER EDGE OF PHOTOGRAPHS HERE ·- . 
other view of buildings. Show dimensions of lot on plot plan. Give lot and block or Sketch outline of shape of building, including porches, attached garage, etc., sa'dimensions other brier legal description if available. and height of building from basement floor·to roof. 
· · · 
� 
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... :2 .... ; ____ r,�� 
rt. 
ESTATE APPRAISED c:x=J Fee simple [==1 Leasehold (=:J Other 
6 BRIEF DESCRIPTION (Building lot, district, zone, violations, lot slze) S i tua t e d D i s t r ic t  .-/J5 nf Kn nx f!nnn t.v _ 'l1Ann _ wi t:h rm t 
c o r o ora te l im i t s of Kn oxv i l l e . b e ins;;r Lo t H7 . B lo ck " R " �Av 1 A� H A i ah t:� A n ,H t 1 rin _  
50 1 x l 50 1 . s li�h t lv lower than Da veno o r t  Ro a d .but rin � r. ,-a A A t.  cryaAn A-n �  A 1 n i n A  ni-ai 11 e , 
a ve ra �e R i z e  in n i e�hb o rho o d . z on e d  f o r r e s i denc e an d n n  v iola t i on � .  
7 ANY EVIDENCE ·oF TERMITES n 0 DRY ROT 
Q"() O d  
n o  DAMPNESS n o  SETTLEMENT n o  NO EVIDENCE -� 
8 CHARACTER OF NEIGHBORHOOD IS- NEIGHBORHOOD ACTIVITY 
MAJ'OR STRUCTURES 
Neigh. Dwct -
Block Dw&r . 
UTILITIES AVAIL. 
CONSTRUCTION TYPICAL CONDITION BUILT UP AGE TYPICAL BLDG. OWNER 0cc. VACANCY ZONING 
frame 





8 vrs ... 
8 vr s .  
9R % nn % reR  ... 
95 % 0 0  % r e s . 
TRANSITION To-
n nn A  
none 
CONNECTED STREET IMPS. CONVENIENCES ·-BLK. MI. TYPICAL INFLUENCES Is BUBlll:CT TYPICAL OJ!' NEIGHBORHOOD? (Describe) 
Water ye 8 Ji&>ih nn i::t4�G. School A Racial Wh l te Superior D Typical [ii Inferior D 
Eleo. V9 8 Alleys ;;-�
...,
' Church 3 Rent�is 5fi .. 0() ('. rm � t, rllC t -l nn . Of ma i o r i  tv o f  
. Septic tank ve s Fire proGChn Transpn. 1 Values7 250 . 00 home s on thi s s tr eet . 
-
9 TRANSACTIONS OF COMPARABLE PROPERTIES 
PROPERTY ADDRESS IUNITs Roox, CONSTRUCTION CONDITION 
1500 A lo in e Dr. 5 Frame &2: 0 0 d 
Sca r l e t t  C ir c le 5 Frame g o o d  
BALE PRICE 
7 25 0  Ju lv i947 -
6800 Jul:v 1947 -
DATE SOLD 
1 1  o�� t: n  
1 05% to 
!=t l lh i A f"! t.  
s ub e c t  
� 00 Lanca s t er Dr. 5 Frame . g o o d  6 000 Apr i l  1947 .. 90% to sub 1 e c t  
10 BUILDING SPECIFICATIONS-CONDITIONS AND CALCULATIONS: 
Number rooms, 
baths 
MAIN BUILDING OTHER BUILDING 
5 . 1  � oo d { 10x2 C x8 )  
11 
square feet / or 
1010 
Bedrooms 2 'R.At.A ner foot 6 • 5 0 
1-=-T"'L.l:!!L"" ------l--=d:..:..;w;,_i.· g.L..:.:.......+gi...i..:.o...::o...:d::.:;_i.d.:.:..:.e...::t_a....:c:..:;.r:.:i:-e.=....;;;;d;__-l+-_..,,,for1.,:- B"'-=-:.. - .  � I$ 1 Ono 
StQrles l � OO d 1 
Units 1 &2:00 d 1 $2: 00 d 
Denreciated value 
Construction e> rame b OXe( bOX8C fair OTHER BUILDING: 
Roof 8. S Dha ] t  ml' ro l:  fa 1 t  �quare reei; / or 
Founds ion br ic� g o o c C OnCe Q:OO d Rate oer foot 
?.nn 
1 _ no  
Baseme�t lQX 80 - C On C . f l  &: wa 1 :  - R_fil>!!J!t. costnew I$ �()0 
Floors H: dwd . '2'.DD d c nn c �n n d  ��8,;���r :. 
DESIRABILITY OF FLOOR PLAN- VA'Y'V O'()nn 
12 FUTURE ECONOMIC LIFE 
MAIN BLDG, 4 O YEA.BS OTHER BLDG. 1 QYEARS 
Assessed Valnatlons � Annual' T°a.xes 
Other bu11d- · 
1�,_iTI1 D' __ --i-....._!l: ___ +-"'0·thAI' i 
. •  'l'ntAI t.,,..,.., !I: �{) .,. OA 
... - --- " .... 
_QQmment on e.ny specie.I 8SS8$l!W,8D.ts: n on e 
13 MULTI-UNIT PROPERTIES ONLY 
MONTHLY RENTAL UNFURNISHED 
"As Is" 
. . . ) 
AFTER NECltSS.A.RY REP AIRS 
Unit r-----·i------11-----....-----
Actual Fair Allowable Fair 
l __ l,__ <_1>_-+-_<_2>_--1-_· _(3r_--1-__ <4) __ 
'-Interior ivalls p 1 .  Pr oanOl" '1rY)( WOO d f � ; Tl for A vrs I$ ? 9. - ()0 & 




























MAR 1 948 4-1 803 
.]l:_illgi,�ted expense and vacancy (Annual) $ 
$ 6 6 0 0 Estimated net income < Annual) t 
14 If leasehold case: (a) Unexpired term, _____ Jn.; (b) Renewable for _____ J'l'l·i (e) Annual leasehold :rental, •-----� (cl) Does leaae limit lesaee fn the sale 
or assignment of �ld __ ,._l_,. ____ ; (e) Is leasehold redeemable � give date and terms. ____________________ _ 
16 COMMENTS: (a) Describe detrimental influences; (b) Justify capitalization rate ifmulti•unit property involved; (o} Describe real estate market In community; (cl) Suitabllityof fntended 
use; (e) Explain depreciation. 
A None 
d sui tab le a s  a home, the intended us e .  
u e and wear for 8 year period - 6% func t iona l charge due to stairway 
to ba sement bein en tered throu h c1os et  and is na rrow and stee . 
The shade and shrub s around thi s  hous e are ver ·ood and b eautifie s 1 t . ) 
16 Show below ONLY repairs necessary to protect property and make it suitable for occupancy. Comment ·in section 17 on additions or improvements that might be demable and in-
crease the value of property but that are not necessary. 
EXTERIOR REP AIRS ESTIMATED OOST !NTERIOR REP AIRS ESTIMATED OOST 
NONE NONE 
TOT.A.L INTXRIOB REPAIRS 
TOTAL EXTERIOR REPAIRS TOTAL EXTERIOR AND INTERIOR REPAIRS 
17 COMMENTS: 
An exterior a int ob ithin next 
re s erve  home . 
!=================================================-=-==---, -. 
APPRAISER'S CERTIFICATION 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that (a) I have carefully viewed the property desc:ribed fn this report, INSIDE AND OUTSIDE, so far as it has been completed; that (b) it Is the same 
property that is identified by description fn my appraisal assignment; that (c) I have no Interest, present or proepective, in the applicant, property, or mortgage except: 
and that (cl) I estimate the "Reasonable Value" "as is" 





July 25 , 1947 
APPRAISER'S NAME; '1''¥.PED 
Market Street ,  Knoxville , Tenn. 
U. S. QOVEftNMiNT PRINTING Off'ICE o6-10-'4883-3 
$ 
